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STATEMENT BY SENATOR MUSKIE
ON APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
SUPERSONIC TRANSPORT

Mr, MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
for unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp a statement made by me
on Friday, August 28, 19870, before the
Transportation Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Appropriations,
concerning appropriations for the super-
sonic transport.

" There being no objection, the state-

ment was ordered to be printed in the

REcorD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR EpMUND 8, MUSKIE
BEFORE THE TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMIT-
TEE OF THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS CoM-
MITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE SST,
Avcust 28, 1970

. Mr. Chalrman, in 1963 Presdent Kennedy

announced that the Federal Government

would embark on a program to develop a

supersonlc transport. He pledged a $750 mil-

lion limit on Federal support of the project.

We have now spent almost $700 miliion on
this project and are beng asked to appropri-
ate $290 million more. It is now likely that
the prototype costs to the Government will
rise to at least $1.3 billion. Many people sus-
pect that the Government will even be asked
to finance production of these aircraft.

It is now time, Mr. Chairman, to take a sec-
ond look at the SST ... to re-evaluate it
...and to ask whether we can afford to
continue the program, '

This is an appropriste time to take a
second look . . .

For this year Congress passed the National
Environmental Policy Act, We said that ma-
jor Federal programs must be carefully exam-
ined in light of their potential impact on the
environment,

This year we are considering significant
changes in our nafional transportation pol-
icies. We recognize the need to spend our
money more carefully and more wisely . . .
on programs that do the most good for the
most people.

And this year we are faced with substan-
tial unemployment in one-fifth of our ma-
jor labor markets. We must deal with this
problem effectively and quickly.

8o we should ask what the SST means
to us . . . with respect to our environment,
our priorlties and our people.

To many Americans, the 8ST s a symbol
of man's lack of concern for his planet,

T am aware that proposed rules would pro-
hibit SST’s from flying over populated land
areas. But this does not answer the questions
of—

What effects sonic booms would have on
ships at sea, and on fish and animal life;

- What effects sideline takeoff noise four or
five times that of the 747 would have on
people who work in the alrports or live in
nelghboring communities;

What effects jét vapors would have on the
upper atmosphere, on world climate, and
on radiation levels. )

Even the Chairman of the President's
Council on Environmental Quality has stated
that this last question “has not received the
sttention it deserves.” The MIT Study of Crit-
ical Environmental Problems concluded re-
cently that “the projected SST's can have &
clearly measurable effect on the world cli-
mate.” The National Academy of Sciences has

. reached a similar conclusion,

I know that proponents of the SST have
promised that these problems will be studied
88 soon as the prototypes are bulilt and before
the production phase.

I hope that an increasing financial com-
mitment would not weaken that resolve. But
I am concerned that this research would oc-
cupy environmental research resources that
are being stretched thin as we seek to solve

the problems of air and water pollution that
we have already created.

We should ask whether new research on the
environmental effects of the SST-—research
that would be admittedly necessary before
production—is the wisest use we can make
of our limited capacity.

I am also concerned, Mr, Chairman, with
the question of whether the FAA has com-
plied with the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act,

Section 102 (2)(c) of the act requires a
“detailed statement” from the agency on the
environmental impact of any major pro-
posal—whether or not work on the project
had begun before passage of the act. The
FAA has not submitted a detailed statement.

Section 102 (2) (¢) of the act requires each
agency to ‘“study, develop and prescribe ap-
propriate alternatives to recommend courses
of action,” The FAA has not submitted those
alternatives. }

The Appropriations Committee should nct
report the appropriations bill to the floor un-
til the requirements of section 102 of the
Environmental Policy Act have been met..

Then the Senate can make its own deci-
sion on the merits. At this time too many
environmental questions have not been an-
swered.

L » * * *

We should also ask whether we need the
SST...as much as'we need new mass transit
systems for our cities, new airport facilities
for the planes already flying, or new schools,
homes and & clean environment.

These programs also cost money—as much
or more than the SST. And the funds must
come from the same kitty ... resources thaf
are limited.

This year’s budget for alr pollution con-
trol is $1068 million. To restore our air to
a breathable, healthy level will cost the
Government almost $400 million a year. Ap~
propriations bills for medical care, Education

and Housing have been vetoed . .. yet these.

needs are not being met.

‘We cannot afford everything under the sun.
We must face the realities of difficult
cholces . . . and say “no” to some things we
should like but do not need.

Those are the questions we must ask about
our priorities.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we ask what the
SST means to our people. .

The levels of unemployment in the State
of Washington is unacceptable . . . as unac-
ceptable as in thirty other major labor mar-
kets across the nation.

We cannot ignore the fact that the prob-
lem in Washington may get worse if the SST
program is halted. But we know that the
program will not reverse the rising levels
across the nation . .. and this must be our
first concern . . . with first call on our re-
sources.

We must meet the challenge of unemploy~
ment nationwide, It will take new programs,
more imaginative ldeas and perhaps more
expensive efforts. It is a problem that affects
all our States ... and that demands reme-
dies for all our States, .

The SST program is not without merit, Mr,
Chairman—

It would provide job opportunities;

It would be a technological victory;

And it would be an exciting advance In
alr travel.

But at this time, Mr. Chairman, it is not
the best use of our resources , .. the environ-
mental, social and human costs are too high.

And at this time, with the kinds of needs
that have pone unmet, dropping the SST is
the kind of difficult declsion we must make,

MILITARY AID FOR CAMBODIA
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on

_July 23 the President sighed a determi-

nation, required by law, which authorizes
up to $40 million in military aid for
Cambodia in fiscal year 1971, This will be
in addition to the $8.9 million already
given Cambedia in fiscal year 1970.

The last sentence of the determination,
which was in the form of a memorandum
from the President to the Secretary of
State, stated: )

You are requested on my behalf to report
this determination and authorization
promptly to the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives.

This is in accord with the requirement
in the Foreign Assistance Act that the
Congress be notified promptly of such
decisions. Webster’s defines “prompt” as
“Done or rendered readily; given without
delay or hesitation,” The determination,
transmitted by a letter from the Depart-
ment of State dated August 21, was re-
ceived by the Committee on Foreign
Relations on August 24. Another report~
ing requirement, contained in the Foreign
Assistance Appropriation Act, requires
that determinations of this nature be
reported to the Congress “within 30 days
after each such determination.” It was
29 days from the date of the President’s
signature to the date of the Depart-
ment’s fransmittal letter. I note, how-
ever, that the basic information had been
leaked to the press well before the com-
mittee received any official notice of the
decision. I ask unanmous consent that
the President’s deterraination be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

Tray WHITE HOUSE,
July 23, 1970.
PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION NO. 71-2
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE

Subject: Determination and Authorization
Under Sectlon 614(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act, and Under the Foreign
Assistance and Related Agencies Appro-
priation Act, Permitting the Furnishing
of Defense Articles and Services to Cam-
bodia up to $40 Million

In accordance with the recommendation
in your memorandum of June 27, 1970, 1
hereby:

(a) Determine pursuant to Section 614(a)
of the Act that the authorization of the
use of up to $40 million of funds available
for the grant of defense articles and serv-
ices to Cambodia, without regard to the Iim-
itatlons of Section 508(a), 505(b) (2), sec-
ond clause, 509, 620(t), or any other provi-
slon of the Act limiting the furnishing of
military assistance to Cambodia, is impor-
tant to the security of the United States;

(b) Authorize pursusnt to Section 614(a)
of the Act such use of up to $40 million for
the grant of defense articles and services to
Cambodia without regard to the limitations
of the Sections of the Act referred to in (a)
above:

(c) Determine pursuant to the third pro-
viso of the milltary assistance paragraph
of Title I of the Foreign Assistance Act,
1970, that military assistance to Cambodia
for FY 1971 in an amount of up to $40 mil-
lion is essential to the national interest of
the United States.

You are regquested on my behalf to report
this determination and authorization
promptly to the Senate and House of Rep-~
resentatives,

RICHARD NIXON.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, un-
fortunately, the Seerctary of State’s rec-
ommendabion, whieh eontalns the justi-
fication for the President’s decision, is
classified “Secret” and cannot be made
public.

The handling by the executive branch
of the requirements of law whieh must
be met prior to furnishing military aid is
practically a rerun of the earlier decision
to send arms to Cambodia, which in-
volved & determination made retroactive
a month from the President’s signature
in order to legalize arms shipments
which had been made a month before.
The Foreign Assistance Act, quite prop-
erly, contains a number of restrictions
which must be satisfied before arms aid
can be given to a country. These restric-
tions were designed both fo insure the
most effective use of our citizens’ tax dol-
lars and to act as a restraining influence
on executive branch relations with arms
ald recipients. Here are the requirements
of the Foreign Assistance Act that have
heen waived in the decision to give more
arms to Cambodia:

First. Section 505(a) regquires that
military  grant aid not be given unless
the country has agreed to comply with
o number of specific requirements, per-
taining to use, transfer, and U.B. access
to the equipment. Such an agreement
was proposed to the Cambodian Govern-
ment on August 20, 4 months after aid
was first given, but apparently the agree-
ment has not yet been concluded,

Second. Section 505(b)(2) requires
that any defense articles totaling more
than $3,000,000 in a fiscal year cannot be
furnished unless the President deter-
mines that the arms will be used to main-
tain its own defensive strength and “the
ciefensive strength of the free world.”

No such determination has been made
nor is one likely to be made in view of
Cambeodia’s claim of neutrality.

Third, Section 509 requires that be-
fore any: defense article having a2 value
greater than $100,000 be given to another
country that the head of the appropriate
11.8. group in Cambodia certify 6 months
prior to -delivery that the country “has
the eapability to utilize effectively such
article.”

No such assurance has been given and
we have no information on what type of
cguipment we plan to give her that costs
riore than $100,000. A $100,000-plus
weapon would hardly fit in the “small
arms” category, however.

Fourth. Sectlon 620<¢t) requires that,
in the case of a country that has broken
c¢iplomatic relations with the United
Sitates, diplomatic relations must be re-
stored and a new ald agreement nego-
tiated before military aid is provided.

We do not have an nid agreement with
Cambodia.

However, section 614 of the act gives
the President general authority to waive
all of those and any other requirements
of the act “when the President deter-
mines that such authorization is im-
portant to the security of the United
States.,” ‘The President used this au-
thority to waive the requirements I have
listed. He 18 perfectly within his rights
in exerclsing that authority. And the
State Departinent is fully within its legal

rights in waiting 29 out of the 30 days .

allowed by the statute to send the deter-
mination to the Congress.

But the issue involved is not so much
one of legal niceties as it is of comity
between the legislative and the executive
branches of Government. In recent years
there has been a great erosion of the
executive branch’s credibility in the Con-
gress. Instead of mutual trust and con-
fidence there is now mutual distrust and
suspieion, not only on foreign policy but
across the board. 1 cannot believe that
the President is conscieus of the erosive
effect on the relationship between the
two branches caused by actions of this
nature. In the handling of such a matter
he is, I belleve, a captive of a bureaucracy
which, in large measure, seems to have
little respect for the legislative branch.
Credibility is a fragile thing and once
destroyed is very difficult—and often im-
posstble—to restore. This most recent in-
cident 1s of litle practical consequence
but 1t does, T think, illustrate the opera-
tion of a way of thinking now prevalent
in the bureaucracy of the executive
branch. It is an attitude which seems to
consider the Congress of little importance
in tlre running of this country’s affairs—
foreign or domestic. There is a lesson
here for every Member of Congress.

e vene—;

LACK OF ADEQUATE INSPECTION
OF IMPORTED MEATS

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I never could quite under-
stand why the people of the United
States are so ¢oncerned about the strict-
est kind of inspection of meats of all
kinds slaughtered im the United States
and at the same tinie have very little or
no concern about the lack of adequate
inspection of vast amounts of imported
meats.

It is wrong to believe that much of this
imported meat is subjected to anything
likke the careful and strongent inspections
made of our domestic meat products,

Mr. President, an excellent article on
this subject appeared in a recent issue
of the Western Livestock Reporter. Tt
was written by Mr. Patrick XK. Goggins,
the publisher. It is an article that I think
would be of real interest to the vast con-
sumer public in the United States. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the RECORD. -

There being no objecction, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as fotlows:

As I Sex IT...

In this world and In this age of laws and
regulations and rules it certainly seems odd
how the United States Department of Agri-
culture and others can turn a blind eye on
inspection of foraign nieat.

‘The absolute whammy that they are put-
ting on the American packer, both at the
federal and state level is unbelievable and
yet, they turn their back on the uncleanli-
ness and the standards of inspection of im~
ported meag.

This particular item has been fought out
the last three weeks in Congress to a fair-
thee~well. I don't know exactly what is go-
ing’ to come of it but there are more Re-
publicans and Democrats alike joining arms
in the fight to get something done. And it
certainly needs t¢ be done,

Dr. H. M, Steinmetz, Assistant Deputy Ade

- ,,.,x’:.‘ ‘
August 31, 1970

ministrator of comsumer protestion of the
USDA is one of the biggest fighters against
any passage of any kind of a meat import
inspection bitl. He comes up with. some pretty
weak arguments in my estimation of why
we shouldn't touch it,

Of gourse the State Department, the De-
partnient of Consumer Affairs and the USDA
all feel that if any kind of stringent, more
strict inspection law is put into effect, the
foretgn countries will then counteract and
put quite a lot of pressure upon American
products that they buy thirough similar acts.

Bruce E. Hackett from Overbrook, Kansas
testified in a letter to Senator Robert Dole
(R. Kansas) that he and his family lived
and had a trucking business in Australia
from September 1968 to December of 1967
and that his brother is still there running
that business, X

He testifies that on in-plant handling the
meat was moved from building to building -
in non-refrigerated cars. They did not have
refrigerated vans for in-plant and that mosg
of the meat is hauled in flat cars or fatbed
type trailers with a canvas over the top of
it from the plant down to the docks where
It waits in the hot sun for up to 8 to 10
hours without refrigeration before it is loaded
into ships.

The few inspeetors we have over there who
are trying to get something done, can’t begin
to. Here is a paragraph for instence on page
20, paragraph 53 of the Rules and Regula-
tions of the Commonwealth of Australia:
“When an officer considers that vermin are
likely to come in contact with meat at an
export establishment—this is on processing
meat to be sent out of the country—the
establishment, require the occupier to cause
to be taken effective messures for the pur-
pose of destroying the vermin.’” .

In other words they can use poison to get
rid of the rets but nothing is done with the
meat. Here in the U.8,, if rats get into meat,
the whole lot 1s condemned and goes in the
tank. When it gets here to the U.S. approxi-
mately 180 pounds out of 32,000 pounds is
tooked at and looked at guite hastily, The
U.8. inspectors then put USDA Inspected and
Passed on these crates.

Now hear this: This saine meat-can then
go into interstate shipment. It can go to
federal inspected plant,

Now we have our state packers who nre
under state rules, who are under the same
rogulations as our federa: packing houses.
They cannot ship meat interstate. They have
to ship intra-state. Our regulations won't
even let this state inspected meat even get
near a federal inspected packing house. Why
should this imported, uncleaned meat be
allowed to enter those channels without any
strings attached.

They Kkill horses in the same plant that
they kill cattle in Australla. They kill rab-
bits for people in the sanie plants as they
do cattle.

And the 14 roving inspectors that we have
over there dom’t live in Australia or New
Zealand or Argentina, they live in the United
States and maybe see the plant cnce a year.
Then when they inspect, they inspect their
systems, but they don’t inspect livestock.

Then you look. at the U.8, packer. He'’s
forced to pay U.8. inspectors overtime any-
time he works over 8 hours and when there
15 an inspector on the line, the whole pack-
Ing house stops, because they weant to look
at every carcass and do.

The packing industry in the United States
has paid in excess of $15 million dollars last
Yyear alons in over-tlme t¢ USDA meat in-
spectors to keep their planftis running. This
was Just to the inspectors themselves, not to
mention ail the man-hours and 1oss of time
waiting for these inspectors while the whole
process stopped and employee pay scale
went on.

Then in Ausiralia they allow wild rabbits
that are destroyed on ranches to be brought
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in to their meat establishments to be pre-
pared for export without inspection.

Now maybe many of you ranchers who
have not wrltten 10 your Senators and Rep-
resentatives and the President of the United

* States will do 1t, SBomething has got to be

done. . . .

This 1s a very unfair, unhealthy situation
for you in the cow business. Because one of
these days some kind of ‘a disease 1s going
t breek out over this deal and you Know
who 1s golng to get the black eye ...
meat producers.

————— R R ————-

SENATOR McGEE PRAISES THE
" TROOPERS OF CASPER, WYO.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, many Sen-
ators, at least those who share my inter-
est in football, undoubtedly had the op-
portunity last night to witness the half-
time show put on by the troopers of
Casper, Wyo., at the New York Jets-
Minnesota Vikings game in Bloomington.

Those who did witness this show saw
an example of the skill and precision of
sn outstanding youth organization. Cas-
per, and indeed all Wyoming, is vastly
proud of the drum and bugle corps which
recently took its second straight class A
world open title in competition in Liynn,
Mass., on the heels of a first-place win
in the Veterans of Foreign Wars national
drum and bugle competition in Miami,
thus capping its most successful season
to date.

The troopers, a band of dedicated
youngsters who train and work yecar-
round under the direction of equally ded-
icated adult leaders, are Wyoming’s offi-
clal musical ambassadors, Mr. President.
They are expected to arrive home in Cas-
per late tomorrow, in time for the young-
sters to get back to the classroom after
another victorious sweep of the country.
As always, Casperites will turn out by
the thousands to welcome the troopers
home, For those people, and for all of
us, really, this organization represents
living proof of the determination to excel,
the willingness to work hard, and the
talent to achieve success which is present
in America’s young people.

A BRIGHT SIDE TO EVERY PROBLEM

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, in a re-
cent editorial, the Daily Oklahoman
polnts out that there is a bright side to
almost every problem facing our Nation.
In our efforts to right our wrongs, we
tend to look only at the negative side,
that which we hope to better,

Occasionally it is good to know a posi-
tive side to many prcblems does exist.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that
the editorial entitled “There Is a Bright
Side” be printed in the Recorn. >

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THERE Is A BRIGHT SIDE

Americans want more optimism from their
public officials and business leaders, President
Nixon is reported to have told recent visitors
to the Ban Clemente White House.

It is natural for any elected leader to pre-
fer that the voters loock on the bright side of
life, especially in an election year, In Nixon's
case, his concern that we may be forgetting

© what 1s right with America in our concern

with what Is wrong was the theme of his

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

speech to the Jaycee convention in S%. Louis
some weeks ago. It has some hasis.

Much of the gloom and doom polluting the
national atmosphere emanates from a noisy
clique In Congress. Some Senators see the end
of clvilization in our Invovlement in South-
east Asta’s fipht to remain independent. The
same Senators see equally dire consequences
if America does not take a more active part
in TIsrael's fight to survive. Almost the same
names are signed to every cry of despair over
the pollution of the atmosphere, lakes and
streams, and seashores. They seem to find
nothing inconsistent in demanding an end to
atomic power projects and an immediate end
to power blackouts in the same areas.

‘There is a bright side to almost every prob-
lem facing this nation. In Southeast Asla,
withdrawal of more and more American mili-
tary units and men is accompanied by in-
creaging self-confidence and independence
ambdng the local peoples, Instead of deploring
thelr lack of skill with modern weapons,
Amertcans ought to be organizing cheering
squads, and maybe “bundles for Vietnam”
prograims to help them help themselves.

American involvement in the Middle East
is nearly as old as this republic. American
universities at Cairo and Beirut have edu-
cated many thousands of business and gov-
ernmental leaders who now regard the cur-
rent alienation between this country and the
Arab states as temporary. For over two dec-
ades, we have also been in the mainstay of
Israell independence. There is a wealth of
untapped good will and confidence for Sec-
retary of State Rogers’' peace proposals to
take root in.

Nuclear power plants are the subject of
hysterical protests. Yet in this ecology-happy
era, we should note that they do not emit
noxious gases, sulphur dioxide, or particle
pollutants into the air, Their byproducts
that do give some trouble are heat—which
any energy plant involves—and radiation in
fuel wastes, which can be disposed of safely.
A dozen heat dissipation schemes are under
study or test. Instead of screaming about
possible dangers from these cleanest of all
power plants, while we gag on existing air
poliution, we should be rejoicing that we
know how to furnish the energy needs of
our growing population.

The new jumbo jets are smokeless. Older
model airliners are being fitted with new
engines that leave no black plumes in their
wakes. The good news that this annoyance
is being dealt with is drowned out by the
walfls of those whose only contribution to
solving problems is wailing. .

There is 50 much that is right about Amer-
ica, and the world, that it is unhealthy to
look only at the problems not yet fully
solved.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN CAM-
BODIA

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on
April 27, 3 days before the President’s
speech announcing the U.S. intervention
into Cambodia, the Committee on
Foreign Relations held a meeting with
the Secretary of State to discuss recent
developments in that country. The dis-
cussion between committee members and
the Secretary concentrated on the ques-
tions concerning possible U.S. military
aid to the Lon Nol government,

At the close of the meeting I asked the
Secretary to supply for the record an-
swers 10 & list of questions which we had
either not been able to discuss or to cover
adequately during the course of the
meeting. Three months later on August
20, the Department submitted the un-
classified replies to these questions, In

S14689

view of the fact that the replies provide
adgditional information concerning the
administration’s policy on Cambodia and
other aspects of the war in Southeast
Asia, I ask unanimous consent that the
questions and answers be printed in the
RECORD.

‘There being no obhjection, the informa-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C ., August 20, 1970.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear MR. CHAaRMAN: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to a mimeographed list of
questions which was hanced to him after his
appearance before your committee on April
27. 1970.

I have enclosed the answers to your
questions.

If I can be of assistance to you at any time,
please do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary jor Congressional
" Relations.

CAMBODIA

1. Would you explain how the Nixon Doe-
trine applies to the situation in Cambodia?

The Nixon, Doctrine calls for a threatened
country to make maximum efforts and as-
sume the major responsibility for providing
the manpower for its defense. Cambodia is
certainly doing that. Second, the policy
stresses regional cooperation and Cambodla’s
neighbors are providing help to assure Cam-
bodia’s continued independence and neutral-
ity. Third, the U.S. is to assist self-help and
regional actions where our participation can
make a difference and this is belng done
through the supply of small arms and other
materiel. Finally, we are also considering a
program of economic assistance as are other
nations.

2. (a) Does the Administration plan to
consult with the Committee before a decision
is made concerning the furnishing of arms to
Cambcdia? the sending of advisors? Air
strikes in Cambodia?

We have already informed the Senate For-
elgn Relations Committee of our initial grant
of 8.9 million dollars in small arms and other
material to the Cambodian Government and
our plans for additional military assistance.
We intend to continue to inform the appro-
priate Congressional Committees of any fur-
ther Presidential Determinations concerning
assistance to Cambodia,

The President has made clear there will be
no U.8. adviscrs with-Cambodian units and
that U.S. air strikes will be authorized only

e 0.5 NOCESSATY tO protect U.S. forces in Viet-

Nam.

(b) Did U.S. personnel participate in draw-
ing up Cambodia’s arms request?

No.

(¢} Will the Administration make public
any agreement with Cambodia, or any other
government, concerning U.S. aid to or mili-
tary action in Cambodia? Can you assure us
that there will be no repeat of the experi-
ence in Laos or Thailand?

‘We have no plans for any secret agree-
ments eoncerning U.S. aid to, or military
agtion in, Cambodia. We have provided the
ficts concerning the extent and limits of
U.S. involvement in Cambodia and will con-
tinue to do so. In order to satisfy the re-
quirements of the Foreign Assistance Act,
on August 15 we exchanged notes with the
Government of Cambodia whereby that gov-
ernment undertook to abide by the obliga-
tions of the Act. These notes in no way in-
volve a new commitment,

Approved For Release 2002/03/20 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300040003-9



Approved For Release 2002/03/20 CIA-RDP72-00337R000300040003-9
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

S 14690

3. (a) Do you thirk that arms car be
suppned 10 Cambodia, and used efféctively,
without sending in American advisors to irain
the Cambedians in how {o Use the equip-
ment?

The request from the Cambodian Govern-
ment was for arms support only, and we are
supplying small arms and other materiel
that can be used immediately without ad-
visors by the Cambodian military. We have
no plans to provide more complex equip~
ment which would require advisors for
training purposes.

(b) Did the Cambodians ask Ior arms
alone, of hoth arms anrd advisors?

The Cambodians asked for arms alone.

4. (a) Have any Asian nations offered to
supply Cambodia with arms?

Yes. The Republic of Viet-Nam has sup-
plied and intends to continue supplying
weapons captured in enemy sanctuaries in
Cambodia to the Cambodian governmment.
‘The Thal Government Has Rlso supplied
military equipment to Cambodia including
river patrol craft and individuan! equipment.

(b) Is the Unlted States doing anything
to encourage Thailand, South Xorea, or
other Asian nations to give arms to Cam-
bodia? Have we offered to reimburse, or
otherwise pay for aid that other counc:ries
may give to Cambodia’

The President announced thet we will en-
courage and support the efforts of those
countries which wish to furnish Cambodia
with arms and materiel, We have no present
plans to reimburse nations taking such ini-
tintives, but the question of replacement of
armaments expended could arise, in which
case we would hope to comsult with the
Jommittee.

(c) Would the Administration look with
favor on an offer by Thalland or South Korea
to send advisors or troops to Cambodia?

This would depend on the Cambodian viéw
of any such offer, and on the military situa-
tion at the time. We do not think a large
number of foreign tiroops are needed at
present.

5. (a) Are U.S. officials consulted, or noti-
fied, in advance by the Vietnamese of plans
for combat operations in Cambodia?

Yes.

(b) Have the combat operations by South
Vietnamese forces across the Cambodian bor-
der been carrled out with the approvel of
U.S. officials? If not, have any attempts been
made to prevent further attacks?

ARVN operations in Cambodia are co-
ordinated with U.S. counterparts in South
Viet-Nam to prevent weakening of joint op-
erations or defensive positions there by the
deployment of ARVN forces in Cambodia,

(c) Have any U.S. personnel participated
in the planning of operations in Cambodia
by South Vietnamese forces?

As indicated above. to the extent that
ARVN operations in Cambodia are relevant
to joint operations and positions in South
Viet-Nam-U.S. counterparts are consulted.

6. (a) Have any U.S. personnel-—military or
civiian—crossed the South Viet-Nam-
Cambodian border since the trouble began?
If so, give the details,

After the withdrawal of U.S. combat troops
on July 1, 1870 no U.8. personnel have cressed
the South Viet-Nam-Cambodien border ex-
cept those assigned to, or visiting, the U.S.
Embassy in Phnom Penh.

(b) Has there been any change in the
orders to U.S. personnel concerning “hot
pursuit” as a result of the change in the
situation in Cambodia?

No.

(c) Have any U.8. aircraft flown into Cam-
bodia, either on combat or cargo missions,
rince the new government took over? If so,
what are the detalls?

This ¢uestion has been overtaken by
events. The Committee is aware of U.S. air
strikes to interdict enemy supply and troop
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replacement activities, as authorized and
announced by President Nixon. There have
also been ﬂig'm,s can'ying arms for the Cam-
bodian Clovernment, as well as supply and
support missions for our Embassy at Phnom
Penh.

7. What is your assessnient of Viet Cong
and North Vietnamese intentions in Cam-
bodia? Do they view the developments there
as favorable to their objectives?

In view of recent developments in Cam-
bodia, we suspect that the Communist Viet-
namese themselves ere unsure of their ulti-
mate objectives there. It will take them
some time to reorganize and resupply their
operations. In view of this fact, it is very
difficult to estimate whether they view re-
cent developments as favorable to their in-
terests or not, Clearly, our attacks on their
sanctuaries deliverec a severe blow to their
short terra interests. i

8. (a) Do you think Cambodia’s forces
could hold out if the enemy forces make a
determined effort to_take over the country?

In order to answer such a hypothetical
question we would have to know with com-
plete accuracy enemy intentions and ca-
pabilities. However, the Cambodian forces
(FANK) recently have shown an increasing
capability to fight effectively on their own.

(b) If not, how much help would they
need from outside sources—in personnel
and supplies? What effect would this have on
the military sjtuation in South  Viet-Nam?

We are studying Cambodia’s needs at the
present time pursuant to its request for
military aid, and we are heartened by the
determination shown by the Cambodian
Government thus far in its own defense.
The amount of assljtance Cambodia would
need if the enemy made a “determined ef-
fort” would be a function of the assets which
the enemy would be prepared to devote to
the conquest of Cambodia and this, of
course, is imnpossible to determine.

(c) What effect would a Communist take-
over in Cambodia have on the U.S. posi-
tion in South Viet-Nam? In Laos?

If the Communists were to take ove1 and
gecure all Cambodia, giving them, inter alin,
free access to the deepwater port of Kom-
pong Som (formerly Sihanoukville) there
would be a serious adverse effect on our posi-
tion in South Viet-Nam and Laos.

(d) What are the allernatives available to
the United States if the Communists should
move t0 fake over Cambodia?

As noted above, the intentlons of the Com-
munists are unclear. In any event, the Presi-
dent, in recent public statements, has clearly
defined the policy we will follow in Cambodia.

(e) What would whe United States do :f
Sihanouk returned to Cambodia and set up
a government in the Viet Cong controlled
area?

Again, we are noy prepared to speculate
upon questions of such a hypothetical na-
ture. If 8ihanouk were to return to Cam-
bodla our policy would be contingent upon a
conslderation of other related, and as of
now indeterminate, factors.

9. (a) What are tlae prospects for the de-
velopment of a united front against the
United States by the enemy forces of North
Viet-Nam, South Viet-Nam, Laos and Cam-
bodia?

The above mentioned enemy forces already
operate as a de facte united front. If they
were establish a united front in name, the
military situation would not ke altered to
any significant degree.

(b) What would be the likely effects of
such a mpve?

The enemy might attempt to exploit such
a move as a propaganda victory,

10. How many U.S. government personnel
are now In Cambodia? Are there any plans
for sending more peodple in, even on & tem-
porary basis?

All operational nulita,ry personnel have
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been withdrawn from Cambodia. 36 positions
have been authorized at the U.S. Embassy,
of which 9 are Defense Attaches and 5 Ma-
rines Guards. Only 24 of the 36 have arrived
on post, but 26 additional personnel are on
temporary duty in connection with recondi-
tioning of the new Chancery and establish-
ment of other facilities. This staffing pat-
tern will be subject to reconsideration, as
conditions reguire,

11. Is the Administration giving consid-
eration to permitiing U.8. bombing of enemy
bases in Cambodia? What would be your
position if such a request came from our
military officials?

Covered by 2(a) above.

VIET-NAM

1. Did the President’s speech last week
repreésent, in any way, a change in U.S. pol-
iey? If so, in what respect?

" The President’s April 20 speech and his
TV news conference in Los Angeles on July
20 did not represent any change in U.S. pol-
icy. The President also made clear, in re-
sponse to a question, that President Thiew’s
position with regard to negotiation is “on
all fours” with ours. “We have cansulted with
him and he with us before any negotiating
positions have been presented.”

2. Is the United States considering any
new initiatives in Paris? the replacement of
Ambassador Lodge?

As President Nixon has said, Ambassador
David K. E. Bruce, the new head of our dele-
gation in Paris, has wide latitude.in the
negotiations. We hope our move in sending
a senior negotiator will be reciprocated by
the North Vietnamese and that serious ne-
gotiations will ensue.

3. Do you think the military situation in
South Viet-Nam hag improved, or deterio-
rated, as a result of developments in Cam-
bodia?

The military situation in South Viet-Nam
has improved considerably since the begin-
ing of the combined allied attacks on the
North Vietnamese sanctuaries in Cambodia.
The destruction and capture of arms and
supplies have prevented the enemy from
mounting large offensives in the center and
south, thus allowing Vietnaniization and
pacification to proceed with less interfer-
ence than beflore. Operadonb against North
Vietnamese foreces in Cambodia have con-
firmed that an impressive improvement has
taken place in the Soutin Vietnamese Army
(ARVN) recently. These cperntions have also
increased ARVN confidence and self-reliance.

4. Are there any plans for replacing Am-
bassador Bunker?

There are no present plans for replacing
Ambassador Bunker.

LAOS

1. Has there been any change in the basic
military situation in Laos. in recent weeks?

There has been little or no change in the
basic military situation. The rainy season,
which slows down North Vietnamese military
activities, is in full progress. The capture of
Saravane by North Vietnamese troops on
June 9 was more significant s a political
psychological setback for the Royal Lac Gov-
ernment (RLG) than it was as a military
one. Nonetheless, although north Laos has
quieted, continued hostile pressure in south
Laos, particularly in the area contiguous to
northeast Cambodia. continues to concern

s.

2. (a) What effect, if any, have develop-
ments in Cambodia had on the political situ-
ation in Laos?

The political situation in I.aogs bears a
cloge relationship to the course of military
events in the field. The allled operations
against communist lines of communication
in Cambodia probably contributed to the
North Vietnamese decision to attack isolated
Government-held pockets in south Laos,
thereby provoking discussion in Vientiane
about the viability of neutralism. The U.S.
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government has made it clear that our sup-
port both for the Prime Minister and Lao
neutralism remains steadfast.

(b) Have there been any further ex-
changes between th Pathet Lao and Bou-
vanna Phouma?

Prince Souphanouvong wrote on June 12
to Souvanna Phouma essentially reiterating
the Lao Popular Front (LPF) terms of March
8 whicl. ealled for an unconditional halt in
U.S. bombing as a prelude to talks among
the Lao factions. The RLG replied on June
25 that the LPF precondition of a complete
and unconditional halt in American bomb-
fng in Laos, without.the withdrawal of the
more than 60,000 North Vietnamese troops
in Laos, was unacceptable. The RLG, how-
ever, reiterated 1ts willingness to send rep-
resentatives to talk with Souphanouvong’s
envoys, and proposed a site. The RLG also
said that a bombing halt could be dealt with
as a priority toplc in talks between the Lao
factions. In earlty July, the Pathet Lao rep-
resentative in Vientigne told the Prime
Minister that a high-ranking LPF emissary
would be sent to carry the LPFs formal reply
t0 the RLG and would be empowered to dis-
cuss modalities Tor holding talks. This emis-
sary, Prince Souk Vongsak, arrived July 31
and he has entered into preliminsry discus-
slons with Souvanna and other members of
the Government. From these discussions 1t

is stfll not yet completely clear whether the:

LPF has abanfoned Its bombing halt pre-
eondition as the price of beginning the talks,
put in any event this item will be of first
order of priority if and when talks are held.
Further discussions with Souphanouveng'’s
emissary—possibly including reference back
to LPF headquarters—will be necessary to
concludé Anal agreement on modalities put
forth by the two sides.

8. What is your assessment of North Viet-
Nam'’s intentions in Laos? -

The North Vietnamese intend to protect
their western border ‘with a band of territory
-gufficiently controlled so that their war ef-
fort in Bouth Viet-Nam can proceed and
major threats to the homeéland are avoided
or minimized. They @oubtless further wish
to see areas immediately to the west (l.e.
the Mekong valley), if mot directly under
their hegemony, at least not in untfriendly
hands. .

4, ‘What has been the reaction from the
Boviet government to the release of the
transcript of the hearings on Laos? From
China?

At the time it was released publicly, the
report of the Symington Sibcommittee hear-
ings on Laos was mentioned prominently in
the Boviet mass media. The Soviets main-
tained that public and Congresstonal pres-
sures had Torced the Nixon Administration to
atknowledge certain TU.S. military actions
in Laos. -

Although the Symington Subcomimittee
trenscript provided the Soviet media with
reatilly usable source material, 1t did not
enuse a basic shift in the Soviet position.

The Symington report was briefly men-
tioned in the first week of May in New China
News Agency broadcasts, but was not men-
tiogned in later broadeasts. (It was incor-
pérated in a long and detailed propaganda
blest in English to Southeast Asia by the
Pathet Lao Radio on July 21 commemorating

. the 8th anniversary of the signing of the
Creneva Agreéments.)

5. Do you think that it is possible to
reach any kind of settlement on Laos as long
as the war in South Viet-Nam continues?

In view of the 'many interconnections
between the situation in Lads and the war
{n South Viet-Nam, particularly the North
Vietnamese use of the Ho Chi Minh trail, it
ts difficult to Foresée a long-term settlement
in Laos at this time. However, current ex-
; changes between Souvanha and Souphanou-
vong may indicate that some aspects of the

-
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Liaos situation can be worked on despite the
continuation of the war in South Viet-Nam.

SOUTHEAST ASIA ISSUES IN GENERAL

1. (a) Do,you think the prospects for
bringing peace to Southeast Asia are better,
or worse, now than they were before the
fighting began in Cambodia?

As a result of our operations in Cam-~
bodia the enemy is in a weaker position. Tt
remains to be seen whether they will now
begin to negotiate seriously or whether they
choose to prolong the fighting. Nevertheless,
our operation has won time for the South
Vietnamese to train and prepare themselves
to catry a greater burden of their defense,
and it has contributed to the continuance
and success of our withdrawal program.

(b) Has the United States political posl-
tlon improved, in your view, as a result of
recent developments? Is the United States
negotiating position better?

The United States political position has
improved in the sense that more of the
world is now aware of what the Communists
have been doing and continue to do in Cam-
bodia. Strictly speaking, our negotiating
position remains the same: that is, we have
publicly and privately offered generous and
forthcoming proposals for settlement of the
war; we have not presented these proposals
on a take-it-or-leave-it basis, but we are
quite prepared to discuss them. We have
appointed Ambassador Bruce as head of our
delegation in Paris, and we have given him
great flexibility in the conduct of the nego-
tiations. The other side remains intransigent,
put we hope they will soon recognize that
it is in their best interests to negotiate, now
rather than later.

(¢) How do you think the other side views
the recent developments—as & setback for
them or as creating a greater dilemma for the
United States?

As the President said, the Cambodia opera-
tion, from a military point of view, was the
most successful operation of this long and
difficult war. To world opinion the commu-
nist occupation of large areas of Cambodia is
2 blatant violation of Cambodia sovereignty
and neutrality. The other side must certainly
recognize that it has suffered these setbacks.
On the other hand, so long as the Cambodian
government is in a weak and precarious posi-
tion, the other side hopes that we will face
an insoluble problem of helping the Cambo-
dians defend themselves while carrying out
our troop withdrawals from Viet-Nam.

2. (a) Are developments In Cambodia
likely to have any effect on Russla’s willing-

ness to help bring the war to an end?

The Soviets recognize that an expanded or
protracted war in Indochina would ulti-
mately be to the benefit of China and to
their own disadvantage. In order to maintain
their infiuence in the area, they would seem-
ingly want to help end the war. Nevertheless,
it remains true that they are anxlous to
avoid the appearance of foreing Hanoi to
make any substantial concessions to the U.B.

(b) If China encourages & united front in
southeast Asia agalnst the United States,
can the Soviet Union afford to do any less?

Certalnly one of the motivations of the
Soviet Union is its concern with maintain-
ing influence with the Communist parties
of Southeast Asia, particularly with that of
North Viet-Nam, Naturally, Chinese actlons
to increase its degree of infiuence in SEA
must be taken into account by Moscow in
determining its own positions on such is-
sues as the united front.

(¢) Do you think the Soviet Union is like-
1y to agree to & Geneva-type conference a8
long as North Viet-Nam is opposed to such &
move? .

Probably not, because of the strong tangi-
ble and tdeological interests which bind the
two,

‘3. Do you think that recent developments
in Southeast Asla make it more imperative
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that there be a political settlement which
affects the entire area?

Recent developments indicate the contin-
uing desirability of a political settlement,
without which dangers of expansion or esca-
lation of the war remain, regardless of cur-
rent military trends. A viable peace must be
pased upon & general agreement that all the
countries of Southeast Asia have a genuine
political role to play in the fulure of the
region, and without such an agreement a
limited but highly undesirable level of hos-
tilities could persist indefinitely.

——

WORLD BEGINS TO REALIZE JUS-
TICE OF COMPLAINTS AGAINST
NORTH VIETNAMESE FOR PRIS-
ONER CRUELTY

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, this is
the last day of August, and for most
Americans that means summer is nearly
at an end. It has been a summer of great
concern for Americd,.concern about the
war in Vietham, and concern about do-
mestic tranquillity. For some this con-
cern has been self-centered and in some
cases self-serving. But for most Ameri~
cens this concern has gone far beyond
self and has centered on the great is-
sues and problems of the day.

Among the issues that have been the
focus of attention has been that of the
Americans being held prisoner by the
North Vietnamese. Although few in
number, these Americans have become 2
cause that far outstrips their numerical
strength. They have, indeed, become a
thorn that pricks the conscience not only
of this Nation but of the world.

The brutal and inhumane treatment to
which these men have been subjected
has caused a great revulsion against the
Communists both here in America and
among thinking, feeling people the world
over. By the tactics they have used the
Communists have demonstrated to the
world the nature of their system and the
harshness of their type of government.

We in America must continue through
the coming seasons to work with utmost
diligence and skill toward the release of
these American prisoners. In the task we
can now count on more and more sup-
port from all free nations everywhere.
Our cause is just; the realization of its
justice is spreading across the globe.

STATUS OF HUMAN RIGHTS
CONVENTIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, today
I wish to review the status of the major
human rights treaties pending before the
Senate. For more than 3 years I have
urged the Senate to ratify three of these
treaties—the Genocide Convention, the
Political Rights of Woinen Convention,
and the Convention of the Abolition of
Forced Labor. As of today, none of these
have been ratified by the Senate. Hear-~
jngs were first -held on the Genocide
Convention in 1950, No further action
was taken on the convention until just
recently, when the Committee on For-
eign Relations, reopened hearings. Un-
fortunately the committee has not yet
reported the treaty to the Senate.

Hearings were held on the Political
Rights for Women Convention in 1967 in
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
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tee. Like the Genocide Treaty, it has
neyer been reported out of committee.

e Convention on the Abolition of
Forced Labor was submitted to the Sen-
ate on January 22, 1963. Hearings were
held on the treaty in 1967, but the Foi-
eign Relations Committee did not report
it for Senate action.

Mr. President, we cannot delay acticn
on these treaties any further. I strongly
urge -members of the Poreign Relations
Committee to give these treaties careful
consideration. Senate action on the
Genocide Convention is long overdue.
Twenty years have passed since hearings
were first held on the treaty. There can
be no excuse for delay in ratifying these
treaties. I urge the Senate to act on thess
treaties now.

NIXON ADMINISTRATION PROG-

RESS ON THE JNFLATION FRONT

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. President, the
efforts of the Nizon administration to
bring. the inflation which it inherited,
under control without seriously disrupt.--
ing the economy continues to make prog-
ress, Even the President of the AFL-CIO,
Mr. George Meany, in an interview pub-
lished in this morning’s Washington
Post, concedes that the economy is
basically sound.

I think the President and his economic
advisers are to be commended for their
efforts and policies in helping to stop
inflation gradually and in a reasonable
way without any economic reversals and
without a costly recession.

President Nixon has proved to be a
farsighted and capable manager of do-
mestic economic problems. Recently the
Detroit Sun News and the Des Moines
Register published editorials describing
the Nixon policies. I ask unanimous con-
sent that these editorials be included in
the REcorp as & refle¢tion of responsi-
ble press opinion recognizing that prob-
lems: do exist in the economy but also
admitting that President Nixon is having
success in pursuing the only reasonable
alternative, .

My purpose in doing this is to counter-
act those prophets of gloom who in the
forthcoming election will try to blame
all of the economie problems on Presi-
dent Nixon, who inherited them bt has
managed to bring them under control
without serious disruption. This coupled
with his continuing success in the feld
of foreign policy convinces me that we
have .at the helm a wise and able ad-
ministrator.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

YEAR OF THE TURTLE?

It's exasperating but it looks as though
1970 will be the Year of the Turtle, The
economy is moving slowly but surely along
a plateau just above recession and just below
rapld growth. In many ways, it is the best
course even though the nation has never
had turtle-like patience in waiting for eco-
nomic recovery,

The spurt of economic news, mostly sta-
tistical, coming from ‘Washington in recent
days is “quietly encouraging.” The indicators
show the economy is growing, although mar-
ginally and with persistent but moderating
inflation, :
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As a result, fears of a deep or prolonged

recession no longer seem reasonable even as.

an cutside chance. Still, the figures are not
exuberant enough to Justify the expectation
of a surging economic rebound. We know
the economy, like the turtle, is moving but
it’s hard to resist the temptation to push. it
along a bit faster.

Yet what other course would we choose?
With unemployment at 5 percent and likely
t0o go higher on a temporary basis, no one
wants the economy to halt dead in its tracks,
‘With inflation still proceeding at a 4.3 per«
cent annual rate in the June quarter, few
people would trade the turtle for the hare.

Our economie goal is full employment with
relative price siability. We stand a better
chance of reaching the goal line ‘with a
steady tursle than the flash and fade-out of
the fabled hare,

“RECESSION" ENDED?

The ‘major eéconomic activity indicators
showed a rnodess rise in July, and the econ-
omy managed a siight growth in output of
goods and services in the second quarter of
the year. The statistical trend has changed
encugh to cause several government econn-
mists to say the "recession” has ended.

Actually, the performance of the economy
in the last year has been such as to hardly
Justify the term ‘'recession.” The turndown
In GNP In the last quarter of 1969 and first
quarter of 1970 was very small, Industrial
production this July was only 3 per cent be-
low that of July 1969. In the postwar reces~
sions of the 1840s, industrial output fell
Irom 6 to 14 per cent. .

However, it is premature to declare “no
recession.” One rfeason the industrial pro-
duction index rose in July was the return to
work cf several large groups of strikers. With-
out their return, the figure would not have
looked so good. Yndustrial output also rose
last March, with three successive declines
after that,

If the downturn in GNP really has reached
bottom, as eptimistic government economists
think, the Nizon Administration will be in
a position to claim a “first” In economie
management.

In a time of serious- inflation, President
Nixon has had the nerve to avold the slam-
bang, crackdown type of inflation restraing
which appesled to former Treasury Secretary
George Humphrey. Instead, he has insisted
upon gradualism in both fiscal and monetary
policy. He has chosen to permit a greater
degree of inflation rather than to precipitate
a serlous recession and heavy unemployment,

This episode is not yet over. Infiation &
Still troublesome, although there have been
Some recent signs of cooling down. The stock
market 13 sti]l sagging and dragging, Un~
employment stands at 5 per cent. Nixon and
his advisers are not out of the woods and
may yet have to turn to stronger measures
than the wage-price “alerts” they have
started issuing.

But the July economic figures indicate that
the deep recessior, predicted to set in this
fall has been stalled off, if not prevented,
That is a considerable feat. It is especially
noteworthy that Nixon, a Republican with
broad support among businessmen and fin-
anclers, has been able to take a “liberal”
line In economic policy. That is, he has cho-
sen a policy which favors people over dol-
lars; employment stability over “sound cur-
rency.”

Nixon was greatly impressed by the three
recessions of the 1950s, while he was Vice~
President, and he has learned something
from them.

THE SST: THROWING GOOD
MONEY AFTER BAD

Mr. PROXMIEE, Mr. President, last
week the Janesville, Wis., Gazette pub-
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lished an excellent editerial on the 887,
which hits the nail on the head. Tis
editorial urges the Senate not to ke
Swayed by the fact that we have already
spent $700 million on this frill into vot-
ing money for a venture which “coud
Cost taxpayers $3 billion, earn little or
no return, pollute the upper atmosphere
and benefit few people except for the
Boeing Corp. and jet-set travelers wha
want to get to Burope a few hours
sooner.”

" The editorial also has the perfect an-
swer to Congressman EROWN's sugges-
tion that we might have never discov-
ered the New World if the Joint Eco-
nomijc Committee had been advising
Queen Isabella ir: 1942 The Gazette
notes: .

We ean think of a more pertinent analogy:
If the efficlency committee had been advis-
ing Congress when funds were first commit-
ted for the SST, we would be $700 million
to the good right now instead of $700 million
in the hole. Too bad It wasn't,

Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial entitled “Throw-
ing Good Money After Bad,” published
in the Janesville Gazette of August 24,
1970, be printed in the Recorn, T also ask
unanimous consent that excerpts from
the report of August 17, 1870, by the
Economy in Government Subcommittee
of the Joint Economic Committee en-
titled “PFederal Transportation Expendi-
ture” be printed in the Rrcoro.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

THROWING Goob MONEY APTER Bab

We heartily concur with a Senate efficiency
panel’s recommendation that the govern-
ment get out of the program to develop a
supersonic transport plane {8ST).

This commercial venture financed at puh-
lic expense ($700 million so far) could cost
taxpayers $3 billion, earn litile or no return,
bollute the upper atmosphsre and benefit
few people except for the Boeing Corporation
and jet-set travelers who wait to get to Eu-
rope a few hours sooner,

The House, to its discredit, has approved
$200 million more for this airborne white
elephant. Now the Senate is being asked 1o
do the same.

Sen. William Proxmire of Wisconsin, chaijr-
man of the efficiency commitiee, Opposes any
additional funds for the SST. “If Congress
Succeeds in reordering priorities this year,
there is no doubt in my mind that the sSsT
will wind up right at the bottom of the list,
where it belongs.”

Rep. Clarence J. Brewn of Ohio, however,
dissented from the ma jority viewpoint, say-
ing that if the efficiency panel “had been
advising Queen Isabells, we would all still be
in Barcelona waiting to prove the world
round before daring the Atlantic.”

We can think of a more pertinent analogy:
If the eficiency committee had been advising
Congress when funds were first committed
for the SST, we would be $700 million to the
good right now instead of $700 million in
the hole, Too bad it wasn't.

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE
I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

In May of this year, ihe Subcommittee on
Economy in Government of fthe Joint Eco-
nomic Committee held hearings on Federal
transportation expenditure policy. This ex-
amination was part of the subcommittee’s
continuing study of Economic Analysis and
the Efficiency of Government, This subcom-
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Judge Haymond also is the only ABA mem-
ber to serve twice on th2 Association’s Board
of Governors, 1943-46 and 1966-68. He has
been the West Virginia state delegate in the
House of Delegates for a total of 27 years, was
a founding member and the second chalrman
of the Sectlon of Insurance Law, and has
served on a number of committees.

He also was a founding member of the
Conference of Chief Justices. Judge Hay-
mond has been vice president and & director
of the American Judicature Soclety, and past
president of the Marion County and West
Virginia Bar Assoclations. He has served as
& member of the state legislature and of
the West Virginia Commission on Constitu-
tidnal Revision. And he has lectured at the
West Virginia College of Law.

“Durthg his Jong and distinguished career
on the Bench, Judge Haymond zealously
pursued hls dutles toward the Bar,” Presi-
dent Segal said at the presentation. “He has
been extraordinarily devoted to his AssOCia=
tion and has made major contributions to
its work and progress. He richly shares credlt
for the leadership the Assoclation has at-
teined in professional and public affalrs.”

President Segal added that Judge Haymond
“has won the high esteem and warm affection
of his assoclates on the Bench, of the mem-

bers of the Bar who practice before him, and

of his countless friends and associates in the
work of the organized Bar.”

Born in Falrmont, W. Va., on April 13,
1887, he was graduated with distinction from
Harvard College in 1910 and completed his
1aw studies at Harvard Law School In 1912,
He also holds honorary law degrees from
Morris Harvey College and West Vvirginia
University. -

Judge Haymond practiced law In Falrmont
from 19812 to 1939, except for military service
from March, 1918 to August, 1919. He was
a rmember of the West Virginla Legislature
from 1916 to 1918 and served on several com-
mittees of the House of Delegates.

The judge represents the fourth generation
of his family to serve on the West Virginia
bench. His grest grandfather, Thomas S.
Haymond, was a Justice of the peace and

president of the Marlon County Court. His .

grandfather, Alpheus F. Haymond, served on
the supreme court from 1873 to 1882 and was
& rmember of the Second Constitutional Con-
vention in 1872. William S. Haymond, his
father, was a circult judge.

“I feel that this office offers an unusual
opportunity for public service,” sald Judge
Haymond. “And that is what I have tried
10 do, to the best of my ability and according
to the law as I see 1t.”

THE LATE HONORABLE G. ROBERT
WATKINS

SPEECH OF

HON. JOHN J. ROONEY

- OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, August 13, 1970

Mr. ROONEY of New York, Mr.
Bpeaker, the passing of the Honorable G.
ROBERT WATKINS came as a severe shock
to us all because we knew him as such a
warm human being. He was a man of
great integrity and honor and tholgh we

. voted differently on many phases of leg-

islation, I had nothing but the deepest
admiration and respect for him. He loved
life and lived it fully and by doing so
made life for those around him that
much better.

Life was not always easy for Bos, per-
haps thgt is why he savored it so much.

August 21, 197’3‘°'°r°88&11'éﬂ°s§5‘?9ﬁ%°%ﬁ‘86%913 ClARDRI2A03ATRANABLH040003-9

He started earning his way at 9, selling
newspapers aboard ships tied up in his
then hometown of Newport News. He
went on to form his own longshoring and
trucking company. He entered politics
and in time was sheriff, State senator,
county commissioner, and finally U.S.
Representative in Congress. Bo was a
hard-working and productive Member of
the House and we shall all miss his pres-
ence. To his wife and family I extend
my deepest sympathy in their sad be-
reavement.

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION
TALKS

HON. JOHN C. CULVER

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, August 14, 1970

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, the.second
phase of the strategic arms limitation
talks has recently been concluded in
Vienna with an indication that signifi-
cant progress continues to be made.

The United States has been seeking
discussions with the Soviet Union on
limiting the arms race since 1964. The
first indications of reciprocal interest ap-
peared in 1967, and on July 1, 1968. The
President announced that an agreement
had been reached to open talks “in the
nearest future”” The subsequent Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia followed by
the U.S. election and the presidential
transition period delayed further action
until last November, when preliminary
talks began in Helsinki,

The arms race today is costing the
world $182 billion a year, almost the en-
tire U.S. budget, and 16 times the amount
of the total world investment in the po-
tentially explosive emerging countries of
Africa, Latin America, and Asia.

The ultimate hopes for SALT are that
a formal agreement will be reached. That
will certainly be a long and difficult proc-
ess. But in the shorter term, SALT, may
be of major importance just by provid-
ing the forum for a closer understanding
of each other’s nuclear philosophy and

-an unwritten agreement for mutual re-

straint.

A recent article in the Washington‘

Post by Chalmers M. Roberts, ably de-
scribes the level which the talks reached
before their recent adjournment and
some of the issues which will be coming
up during phase III, which will begin in
November. I insert pertinent excerpts of
the article in the REcorDp at this time:
ArRMS TaLKs: PROGRESS AND PROSPECTS
(By Chalmers M. Roberts)
Many long months ago, when the way
finally was cleared for what have become
known, redundantly, as the SALT talks, some

~ American arms controllers argued that the

talking would be more important than any
agreement that might be reached. Now that
phsase II of SALT, (the four months at Vien-
na), has ended and phase IIT (at Helsinki)
has been scheduled to begin Nov. 2, it ap-
pears that the talking has been highly prof-
itable but that the agreement is vital.

Despite the official 1lid of silence on the

substance of the talks, a number of points

are clear. One is that the United States
started out far in advance in its think-
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ing, both inside and outside government, on
the subject of the nuclear arms race—its
problems and how if might be curbed. Some
experts estimate there was perhaps a year's
time gap involved.

Historically, the Soviet bureaucracy forces
the diplomats, the scientists and the mili-
tary to stay in their own baliwicks, sending
their ideas up their own bureaucratic lad-
ders to the top. Only then, if approved, does
an idea of one group start down the bureau-
cratic ladder of the others. Now there is
evidence that this procedure has been al-
tered radically, that, for example, foreign
office desk officers can talk directly to mili-
tary counterparts and others about the Is-
sues involved in SALT.

One reason for the change has been the
Soviets’ observation of how the process
works in the United States. Another has
been a necessity born of the thousands of
pages of printed hearings of last year’s
American ABM debate, plus the Congres-
sional Record’s account of Senate floor de-
bate, all of which had to be absorbed. There
has been more such material, though not
in equal amount, pouring into Moscow this
year. Another factor int the changlng Soviet
ways has been, the United States effort to
speed up the Soviet process by letting Mos-
cow know in. advance of Vienna how it was
itself proceeding. This was the so-called
“puilding block” technique described in
President Nixon’s State of the World re-
port last spring. There is evidence the So-
viets have accepted the technique.

This talking out process appears to have
speeded up Soviet understanding of the com-
plex nuclear arms isste and prodiced some
common understandings of the elements in-
volved—elements that have no ideological
coloration and are susceptible to a high de-
gree of mathematical precision, as in the
case of the laws of nature.

Because this process has proved so valu=
able at the SALT talks it 1s excepted to be-
come a permanent part of any treaty. The
idea 1s not to establish a new international
bureaucracy but to provide, In an arms limi-
tation treaty, for periodic Soviet-American
meetings. Such meebings would offer an
opportunity for one side or the other to
ralse what seem to it suspicious goings on
that hint of treaty violation, or for one side
to tell the other why it is doing this or that
outside the treaty if its actions might be
taken as an infringement of the treaty’s
provisions. For example, 1f the United States
were to erect new radars for alrways con-
trol or as part of an early warning system
to protect against Soviet missiles, its actions
could be construed by Moscow as work to-
ward an ABM system banned by the treaty.

‘Explanation, with evidence, might be vital
"in avolding a crisis.

Beyond the value, both in the SALT talks
and as part of & treaty setup, of the talking
process, however, there remains the necessity
of an agreement. SALT has made it clear
beyond doubt that any treaty must be builb
around a trade-off of the American Safeguard
ABM system for a Soviet curb on its massive
8S-9 missiles. Since the talks began last
November in Helsinki (phase I), both sides
have proceeded with testing and deployment
of these and other strategic nuclear weapons.
Only a treaty will halt the process.

The treaty now in prospect, however, is
limited to an initial “building block:"” quan-
titative control. It would permit qualitative
improvements in numerous respects. Most
widely known among these 1s the continua-
tion of multiple warhead development and
deployment—the MRVs and MIRVs. The
way the American treaty proposal has been
framed substitutions would be permitted
under a gross celling on missiles with a
special sub-ceiling for huge missiles such as
the SS-9. Thus Poseiclon could be substituted
for Polaris on submarines, Minuteman IIT
for Minuteman I and IT and the B-1 bomber
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for B-52s; each represents & major qualita-
tive improvement. The same woiild be true
for comparable Soviet weapons systems. The
dramatic new submarine jproject, ULMS,
however, might be inhibited by the sub-
ceiling  for huge missiles. That sub-ceiling
would Iimit the size of missiles that might
be deployed for Wais system which is still
at the drawing. board stege. Some TLMS
concepts ¢all. for, missiles beyond the pro-
posed limitation. o

But #ven though ihe fresly in prospect
would Yasically lmis only numbers, i would
oermmwrﬁm;a Toajor geln. It would
be the fizst substentive cairl.en khe nusdear
arms rage in , and_ baslde 1t the mu-
clear test ban treaty would, pale in. jm-

Given the treaty now in prospect, what
logically should follow 1s the uext bullding
Dlock: &_curb on further qualltative im-
provements. Contioued multiple warhead
testing, the initial American deployment of
Minuteraan III with MIRV . warheads and
the scheduled January deployment of Pogel-
don slong with simflar Soviet advances all
make this more and more difficult as tixme
goes on. One possibility being discussed is
a second stage SALT agreement that would
lower the permissible numcber of missiles
from that set by the first agreement. But
such & move would make only & dent in the
problem,” especially with MIRV warheads in

lace. Lo
° It should be observed at this point that the
Vienna phase did not get as far as some in
Washington hoped. Not until July 24 did the
United States put forward its proposal in
what amounted to one package, although the
pieces had ‘been discussed long before. And
ihe Boviet Union siwply did not make the
neocessary decisions before the Vienna phase
closed. Part of the reasan ‘was the thinking
Jag, but another parf, as far as can be per
ceived, hds been Kremlin hesitancy in taking
the momentous steps involved.

By now, however, SALT has reached a fish-
or-cut-bait point for Moscow, A counter
proposal is expected at Helsinki, and—unless
the Americans at Vienna have iotally mis-
construed thelr Soviet counterparts—it can-
not vary on the major premises and thus
the parameters of the American proposal. It
might, of gourse, vary in detall and quite
probably will, If the Kremlin gives a “go”
signal and if the counter-proposal is within
range of the American proposal, it should
take perhaps six months to hammer out &
treaty. History teaches, as the Boviets suy,
that ‘once the necessary political declslons
are taken In Moscow and Washington the
detalls are manageable,

By most accounts the Soviet military are
the most resistant to, or at least suspiclous
of, & treaty. Yet there are military subdi-
visions, it is believed, The Navy wants 1o 50
on expanding  its global role; the Army
wants to hold onto its manpower, especialy
given the Chinese threat; the rocket forces
perhaps may be the hardest to copvince that
a ceiling is acceptable. :

The alternative, as thie Kremlin knows,
i5 & continuing arms race moving into new
levels of strategic systems. If there is no
ireaty, Safeguard will proceed and might
become an area defense system, There will
be new bombers In larger numbers than
otherwise and perhaps ULMS will get off
the drawing boards. Land based missiles
probably would go into hard rock silos and
become mobile as well

Billlons of rubles—and dollarg--are ine
volved here.  But perhaps even more per-
suasive to Moscow is the technological strain
of a new weapons round. Currently thou-
sands of selentists badly needed elsewhers
are locked inte the weapons business. The
Fremlin’s answer, and the fate of the treaty,
thus are unlikely to be known until some-
time after Novy. 2. It will be a critical de-
cision for the world.

- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

FIFTY YEARS OF BROADCASTING
HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, August 14, 1970

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, it is a pleasure to place in the
CONGRESSTONAL Recorp a brief history of
Pittsburgh’s excellent radio station
KDEKA, the world’s first radio station,
which this year is celebrating its 50th
annivérsary. The citizens of our good
community can rightly be proud of the
many histori¢c firsts in the broadcasting
industry that have been accomplished by
KDKA radio 1020. Even today in an era
of advanced ¢communications we note in
the programing of this fine station the
spirit of pioneering for the future of this
important medium, And though KDKA’s
signal today beams around the globe and
has the entire world as its domain, it is
especially gratifying for us to know that
KDKA is the descendant of a small ex~
perimental stetion built in our commu-
nity a half century ago.

The information follows:

PrreaevreH’s KDKA Eapio 1020—50 YFARS OF
BROADCASTING

KDEKA Radio 1020, the world's first radio
station, began a continuous schedule of
hroadcasting with the Harding-Cox elections
of November 21, 1920, KDKA was licensed by
the federal government on Oct. 27, 1920 and
its call letters were assigned from & roster
maintalned to provide identification for ships
and marine shore stations, these being the
only regular radio services then in operation
under formal license at that time.

KDKA 1s the direct descendant of experi-
mental station 8XK constructed and operated
by Doctor Frank Conrad from a garage at the
rear of his residence in Wilkinsburg, & Pitis-
burgh suburb. First official record of this
station appears in August 1, 1916 edition of
the radio service bulletin issued by the Bu~
resu of Navigation of the U.S. Department of
Commerce. Conrad had hecome interested in
radio in 1915, when to settle a $5.00 bet on
the accuracy of & $12.00 watch made with a
friend, he bullt a small receiver to hear time
signals from the Naval Observatory at Arling-
ton, Virginia. Experimental station 8XK was
off the air due to the wartime amateur ban
from Aprl 7, 1917 until Oct, 1, 1910.

Dr. Conrad was kept busy answering mall
from 1lsteners tn widely separated locations.
Radic messages, In early days, were chiefly
discussions of the kinds of equipment being
used and the results obtained., Bored by this
monotonous routine and anxious to save his
voice Dr. Conrad, on Oct. 17, 1919 placed his
microphone hetore a phonograph and substi-
suted music for voice. Requests poured in for
records to be played at certain times to con-
vince skeptics. Because of the demand, with-
in a few days, Conrad announced that instead
of complying with individual requests he
would “broadcast” records for two hours each
Wecnesday and Saturday evenings,

By late summer of 1920 interest in these
broadeasts had kecome so great that the
Joseph Horne Company, a Pittgburgh depart-
ment store ran an ad in the Pittsburgh Sun
featuring Dr. Conrad’s “wireless concerts”
and offering amateur wireless sets at $10 up.

H. P. Davis, Westingliouse Vice President,
an ardent follower of the Conrad venture.
reasoned that the real radio industry lay in
the manufacture of home receivers and in
supplying radio programs which would make
people want to own such receivers. Westing-
house officlals were won to the same view
and & station was authorized, license appli-
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cation submitted, and slection night—then
only & little more than two weeks away-——
selected for the grand cpening.

KDEA hasg broadeast regularly ever since
and many of KDKA fircte are firsts for the
radio industry.

On January 21, 182}, KDPKA broadcast the
first religious service live from the Calvary
Episcopa! Church.

On March 19, 1921, KEDKA cired the first
official government brosilcast with members
of President Harding's :ubinet speaking.

On April 11, 1821, the first sports broad-
cast, & hoxing bout for the lightwelght title,
Johnny Ray vs. Johnny Dundes, was broad-
cast from Motor Sguare Garden.

The first farm prograny was May 19, 1921,

On October 5, 1021, th:e first World Series
broadcast was transmitied from the Polo
Grounds in New York C:ity.

A Newark, New Jersey, station WJZ was
listed In the radio service bulletin of June 1.
1921, although pot officially leensed until
September 20, 1921, went on the air Septem-
ber 19 with o remote pickup from the east-
ern states exposition at West Springheld.
KDKA, WBZ. and W.JZ constituted broad-
castings first group of <tations under one
ownership, and Westinghouse became the
first such owners, Today the Greup W, West-
inghouse Broasdeasting Corapany, owns seven
radio stations and five tcievision stations in
the United States.

KDEA begzn In a tiny transmitter shack
atop the East Pittsburgh Westinghouse
plant. Today its 50,000 watts clear channel
has been hesrd in every state and at some-
time in every foreign country around the
world, KDKA Radio 1020 nas become an in-
tegral part of the Pittsburgh community
through direct involvement., In eooperation
with the urban coaliticn KDEA sponsors
“Call for Action” an urban hot line for resi-
dents to pet direction on soiving nousing and
related problems. KDKA and the Allegheny
Board of Trial Lawyers produce an annual
“Mock Trial" hearing to spur legal aware~
ness in the community ard give encourage~
ment to promising law students. In 1970
KDEA received the annusi Judge Wallace S.
Gourley Award for this srrvice, KDKA uti-
lizes the services of worldwide Group W and
press services as well as & staff of news
speclalists to keep . Pittsburghers informed
with objective reports on their world.
KDKA’s “Open Mike show features experts
and perscnalities in the news and allows
listeners a chance to talx back to news-
makers,

KDEKA is proud to be the piloneer station
of broadcasting and witnhess the growth of
radio from a handful of wireless amateurs
to today’s industry which reaches all Ameri-
cans through over 350,000,000 radio recetvers,

MRS. MAXINE BROWN AND CITI-
ZENS OF BURLESON. TEX., SPEAK

OUT ON THE STATE OF THE
NATION -
HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday. August 14, 1970

Mr. TEAGUE of Texa«. Mr. Speaker,
back in June, I received a letter from Mrs.
Maxine Brown of Burleson, Tex., which
letter was also signed by a number of
other citizens of the same town. I be-
lieve the letter to be one of the finest I
have received ever from a coustituent
and portrays vividly the great concern
of what I believe to be the majority of
my constituency on the state of the Na-
tion. The people of Burleson, Tex., are
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prevent undue reliance upon Insecure for-
eign ofl. ‘ :

This subcommittee reafirms . ifs position
that it 1s necessary to control the inflow of
foreign crude and unfinished oils in order to
majn{ain a strong and health domestic, pe-
troleum industry for the protection of this

. Natlon in time of emergency. ,

2, Imports of crude oil and refined prod-
ucts now make up a very substantial portion
of this Nation’s petroleum requirements. Im-
ports now average approximately one-third
of domestic production and one-fifth of do-
mestle demand. In the opinion of this sub-
committee any significant increase in _the
import must be avolded as they have already
reached dangerous proportions.

3. Any future estimates of petroleum
supply or demand are subject to the uncer-
talnties of forecasting, However, the tfask

. force majority report appears to be unrealls-
tically optimistic on the development of as
yet undiscovered reserves in the Western
Hemisphere and, accordingly, that available
from thege sources. At the same {ime it has

. underestimated the probable need for East-

tern Hemisphere oil and the degree of de-
pendency on this insecure source under the

mejority’s recommended program. L

4, Supplies of natural gas are already
critical and unless immediate relief is pro-
vided the shortage will undoubtedly increase.

Any decrease in the price of domestic crude, .

brought about by increased imports, will
further discourage the search for both pe-
troleum and natural gas. .

8. The estimated cost of the present con-
trol program, as compared to no controls, has
been greatly overstated, Rather than the $5
billlon annual cost suggested by the task
force, a more reslistic figure probably is less
than 81 billion. When full consideration s
given to intangibles and the very real prob-
abllity of higher foreign crude prices once
this Nation’s dependency on foreign sources
1s well estahlished, ther actually may be a
net benefit to the economy from the present
import program. _

8. The immediate effect of the proposed
tariff proposal would fall hardest on the small
operator., The small producer, the small re-
finer, and the stripper well operator would
be forced out of business.

7. The 5.6 hillion barrels of oil now esti-

mated as reserves in stripper wells would, be .

immediately lost, Such a loss cannot be re-
covered later, This is not proper conservation
of s valuable and nonrenewable natural re-.
sburce. Costly secondary recovery of ofl from
marginal and partially depleted fields would
also be discouraged. - ;

8. Adoption cf the task force majority pro-
posal would have an immediate adverse, ef-
fect on this Nation's balance of payments.
This has been estimated at not less than $2.2
billion per year.

9. The subcommittee recognizes imper-
fection and inequities in the existing man-
datory oil import program. It believes, how-
ever, that these are faults of admipistration
rather than deficiencles in the program as
concelved. ' .

10, During the past 15 years the petroleum
industry has spent about $68 billlon search-
ing for oil and gas. Much larger amounts of
capital will be needed in the future. Any

decline in the price of domestic crude will

not provide the ‘necessary incentive for in-
erensed exploration, Less exploration will re-

sult. ip less ofl found. However, If proper

incentives for exploration and development
are provided this Nation has the potentia}l of
remaining substantially self-sufficlent in the
energy field. The vast potential energy re-
serves in coal and .oil shale have not been
developed. Our oil shale reserves (estimated
at 2 trillion barrels) exceed the petroleum
- reserves of the Middle East and coal reserves
are estlmated 1o exceed 1,000 years supply.
Estimated undiscovered oil in the United
Btates 1s placed at 2 trillion barrels and
natural gas at 1,200 trillion cubic Teet.

~

‘While some small percentage increase in
imports may be exipected in the normal
course of events, this subcommittee must
conclude that this i3 ngt a nation lacking
in emnergy supplies. The real question is our
desire and ability to develop and use the
resources available, .

11. Prorationing, as practiced by the sev-
eral States, is a necessary conservation prac-
tice to assure maximum economic recovery
from a fleld, Elimination of prorationing as
suggested by the task force majority may
result in a temporary increase but would
result in an overall loss of production,

12, The task force majority places more
confidence and reliance on the estimated
shut-in capacity than is justified. Although
there is undoubtedly some shut-in capac-
ity in the United States, the subcommittee
believes it t0 be substantially less than that
estimated by the majority report. Undue
reliance on this source for future supplies
may prove unwise,

13. The displacement of coal by oil is of
special concern to the subcommittee. The
east, coast now relies largely upon imported
residual fuel oil, The subcommittee does not
belleve that the amount of residual oil im-
ported is likely to be cut back but it does
belleve that immediate attention must be
given to working out a formula under which
imports would be permitted to increase at a
rate which would be consistent with the in-
crease in the overall demand for competi-
tive fuels on the east coast. In this way im-
ported residual fuel oil would be permitted
to share In, but not dominate, the east coast
growth market for industrial fuels.

In reaching this conclusion, the commit-
tee took note of the published concern of
the Secretary of Defense over the effects of
east coast dependence on foreign fuel, as
well as the fact that a shift toward North
Africa, an unstable area of the world, as a
source for imported residual is now begin-
ning to develop.

14, The subcommittee recognizes the prob-
lems of the petro-chemical industry and its
need for adequate low-cost feedstocks. This
was also recognized by both the majority
and the separate reports of the task force.
If this industry is to retaln a. competitive
position in the world market it will require
an Improvement in the present feedstock
situation, which should be accomplished
without increased reliance on distant
sources and without penalizing domestic in-
dustry, If possible. An in-depth study of this
matter 1s urgently needed.

15. Research should be continued and in-

. tensified for the use and development of syn-

thetic fuels, The vast oil shale and coal
deposits of this Nation cannot be ignored as
they make up the greatest potential source
of fossil fuel energy in this country.

This subhcommittee reaffirms its position
that intensified research and development,
both by the Federal Government and private
industry, are necessary in the synthetic fuels
fleld, Any cutback in Government research
funds in this area at this time could force
this Nation Into a position of dependency
upon unreliable sources of foreign crude.

18. The increasingly omnibus situation in
the Middle East is of grave concern to this
subcommittee and any increased reliance
upon this geographic area as a source of oil
appears to be less than prudent. In this
regpect the reservations expressed by the
Secretary of Defense are well taken. The
subcommitiee fully agrees with Secretary
Laird that the tone of the majority report
infers a capability of reacting to an oil emer-
gency that is overly optimistic. The subcom-
mittee also fully agrees with his observations
that the residual fuel oil guestion has not
been adequately analyzed and that it must
be given further consideration, And last, but
of utmost importance, the subcommittee
fully conecurs with the Secretary’s views that
domestic exploration must be maintained at
approximately current rates and that no re-
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duction in reserves he sllowed. The subcom-
mittee, while agreeing with the Secretary on
these and most other reservations he ex-
pressed, differs in that it is of the strong
.opinioh that adoption of the majority task
force recommendations will prevent the
realization of these national security objec-
tives. In view of the very grave storm signals
coming from the Middle East this subcom-
mittee cannot stress enough the danger in
further reliance upon oil from this area.
The subcommittee feels it would be remiss
if it did not stress the national security
aspect of this problem and strongly advises
that top level considerstion be given to any
additional dependency upon oil from these
troubled and unreliable sources,

SAFEGUARD NOW LEADS TO
SUCCESSFUL E}AE‘)ATER

Mr. DOMINICK. M. President, I lis-
tened with great interest to the speech
which my distinguished colleague from
Colorado (Mr, Arrorr) made today in
support of the committee’s position on
the ABM. I eoncur with his reasoning
and applaud his logic and forthrightness.

I have also read with interest, but
some dismay, ahd wish to comment on a
letter to the editor published in the
Washington Post of August 10 entitled
“The ABM Vote and the SALT Talks”
and is signed by W. Averell Harriman,
Carl Kayson, Adrian S. Fisher, Franklin
A. Long, and Herbert Scoville, Jr., and
was placed in the Recorp by the Senator
from Jowa (Mr. HucHES) . I cannot agree
with the rationale of the five gentlemen
who attached their names to that article
and who concluded by stating:

In our judgment, a Senate vote against the
ABM is a vote for success in SALT, .

It seems to me that quite the opposite
is the case and for fairly simple reasons.

First, Safeguard and its ongoing mo-
mentum constitutes our principal, if not
our only, current leverage to obtain a
halt in the buildup of Soviet offensive
missiles. The Soviets cannot help consid-
ering that a SALT agreement must cov-
er both offensive and defensive systems.
since their own statements have ex-
pressed clearly the interrelationship be-
tween strategic offensive and defensive
systems. Furthermore, the United States-
Soviet agreement to begin SALT negoti-
ations specified that SALT would deal
with both offensive and defensive sys-
tems. Safeguard hac already appeared as
one of our principal bargaining agents
in the SALT talks. In the present and
continuing hard bargaining, as to what
specific offensive systems shall be cov-
ered, and particularly in achieving our
objective of stopping the continuing So-
viet construction of 25-megaton SS-9
nuclear missiles, Safeguard plays a most
important role.

Next, it is of extreme importance that
we do not lose sight of the fact that
Safeguard is designed to achieve a num-
ber of U.S. strategic objectives in the
absence of a SALT agreement. The So-
viets continue to build their 85-9 mis-
siles and theid nuclear missile subma-~
rines even during the commencement of
these talks. Certainly, cutting back Safe-
guard would mean interruption of the
orderly and timely prosecution of the
program, which includes several elements
which have very long leadtimes. A sig-
nal flag to the Soviets would be hoisted
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indicating to them the prospect of fur-
ther delaying or blocking the program
by protracting negotiation—while, of
course, as noted, their own missile con-
struction and testing would continue
apace.

In the absence of a SALT agreemem,
protection of Minuteman would be essen-
tial. The defense of Minuteman by Safe-
guard must deal with the threat of con-
tinued bulld-up of a potential Soviet
first-strike capability. A SALT agree-
mmt if reached, would deal with the

Soviet first=strike threat in a different
way—by stopping construction of 8S-9's
and also limiting the number of other
Soviet missiles, such as the $S-11 which,
through incregsed accuracy, might par-
tislly contribute £5 §first-strike capabil-
ity. If the Soviet offensive first-strike
capability is constrained by a sound
SALT agreement, we will have made a
significant contribution to the survivabil-
ity of Minuteman as well as our bombers
and, becauise of the long lead time for
Safeguard, would enahle us to review the
degree of need for continued expansion
of Safeguard or enable us to limit this
deployment in accord with the terms of
the agreement without undue risk or
unnecessary expenditures.-

Since the Soviets have already de-
ployed their Moscow ABM system, and
since it Is unlikely that the Soviets would
agree to dismantle this system in the face
of Chineseé capability and uncertain in-
tentions, the United States Bafeguard
program now under way and ahticipated
will probably remain.

The authors of the letter have said that
history has demonstrated that restraints,
not accelerated deployments, pave the
way for arms control, This argument is
not a good generalization and certainly
is not supported in the case of the current
SALT. In fact, only after the announce-
ment of the Sentinel deployment—opriar
to Safegudrd--did the Soviets officially
announced their willingness to negotiate
strategic arms control.

Finally, I find it particularly note-
worthy to consider a statement made this
year by our chief spokesman of the SALT
conferences.

Mr. Gerald Smith, Director of the U.8.
Arms Contro! and Disarmament Agency,
said in testimony before the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs on February 26,
1970:

It seems to me thdt the program that (the
Progident) recommended will not prejudice
the SALT talks, will not make the Soviets
lose interest in the talks, and it is a suff-
clently moderate program as, I should think,
not to lead the Soviets to a reaction in the
form of some new weapons system, since the
Soviets presently have the beginnings of a
defensive missile system,

It is very apparent to me that Mr.
Smith, who is, after all, dealing directly
with the Soviets, should have a clear feel
for Soviet sensitivity. His apparent belief
that the Safeguard program should be
adopted must carry great weight in this
debate.

In short, directly contradictory to the
Harriman letter, a Senate vote in favor
of the ABM will be a vote in aid of suc-
ce'sis{ful SALT negotiations, which we all
seel
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I ask unanimeus consent that the let-
ter to the editor of the Washington Post
be printed in the RECORb.

There being o objection, the letter
was ordered to ke printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE ABM Vorsz AND THE SALT TALKS

Recently administration spokesmen have
been Insisting that unless the Congress au-
thorizes the continued construction and ex-
pansion of the Safeguard ABM, it will not
bo possible to negotlate an agreement with
the Soviets at SALT to limit strategic arma-
menis, They argue that the negotiators need
the Bafeguard bargaining chip to induce the
Russians to halt the deployment of their
large S5-9 ICBMs,

Thais would appear to be an attempt to ex-
ploit the desire of the Senate and the public
to achieve success in SALT in order to res-
cue the Safepuard program from defeat. The
administration has always defended the
Safeguard ABM defense of Minuteman sites
on the basls that It was not a threat to the
U.S.8.R, If true, why then should the con-
tinuation of this program be a chip to induce
the Soviets to agree to limit their offensive
missile deployment?

The major U.S. threat to Soviet security
lies in the deployment of the U.8. MIRV sys-
tems. On April 9, 1970, the Senate passed a
resolution by a vote of 72 to € urging that
the President propose to the U.S.8.R. an im-
mediate suspension by both countries of fur-
ther deployment of all offensive and defen-
sive nuclear strategic weapons systems. Yet
this MIRV chip has been thrown away by
the accelerated deployment of the Minute-
man III and Poseidon missiles with their
MIRV warheads and by the reported pro-
posal that any MIRV limitations must be ac-
companied by Soviet acceptance of extensive
inspection of both offensive and defensive
missile sites., There is no security justifica-
tion for such urgent MIRV deployment since
the heavy Soviet ABM which they were de-
signed to penetrate could not be deployed
and become operational! for many, many
vears.

It has also been reported that the possible
outcome of SALT would be an agreement
that henceforth the United States and the
U.8.8.R. will limit their ABMs to the de-
fense of thelr capitals. The continued de-
ployment of Safeguard at the Minuteman
sites will not in any way contribute to the
defense of Washington, and the Senate is
heing asked to endorse the expenditure of
funds for useless hardware if SALT is suc-
cessful and for an admiitedly at best mar-
ginally effective system if it Is unsuccess-
ful. Why the U.3. should try tc get the
Soviets to agree to the deployment of ABM
defenses for Washington and Moscow in-
stead of a complete ABM ban is not clear,
since the defense of Washington will not
accomplish any of President Nixon'’s three
objectives for an ABM system. A com-
plete ban would eliminate the need for
MIRVs and simplify the problems of ver-
ification by obviating any possible need for
inspection. It 1s reported that the Soviets
have Indicated interest in such a complete
ban.

Finally, history has unmistakably demon-
strated that restraints, not accelerated weap-
ons programs, pave the road to arms control.
Overwhelming superiority did not induce
the Soviets to accept the Baruch plan, On
the other band, President Kennedy’s Ameri-
can Unliversity pledge to halt atrhospheric
nuclear testing as long as the Soviets did
the same rapldly produced agréement to ne-
gotiste the Limited Test Ban Treaty in 1963,
Similarly, the Senate passage without dis-
senting vote of the Pastore Resolution in
1966 endorsing efforts to halt the spread of
nuclear weapons broke the ice toward start-
ing serious U.S.-U.8.8.R, negotintions on the
Nonproliferation Treaty.
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If the Senate wishes to conserve funds
and make a maximum coniribution toward
improving U.8. securlity by achieving arms
1imitations angd agreement at SALT, it. will
refuse suthorization of funds for the expan-
sion of Safeguard and forbid the expendi-
ture of additional funds for the continued
deployment at the two Safeguard sites ap-
proved last year until it is satisfied that
the negotiators have not Tieen able to per.
suade the Soviets to agree {0 limitations on
offensive and defensive missile systems.

In our judgment, a Senate vote against
the ABM is a vote for success in SALT.

W. AVERSLL HARRIMAN.

KARL KAYSEN.

ADRIAN 5. FISHER.

FRANKLIN A. LONG.

HERBERT SCOVILLE, JT.
WASHINGTON,

THE CAUSE OF OUR ECONOMIC
PROBLEMS

Mr., ALLOTT, Mr. President, the Uni-
versity of Denver magazine, Winter/
Spring 1970, contains an article that is
written with a sprightly good humor,
that in no way detracts from its
seriousness.

The title of the article is ““There’s Al«
ways More Where This Came From,
Baby"” and the author is Dr. Jack Mec-
Croskey, who holds the chair of finance
at the College of Business Administra-
tion at the University of Denver. His
thesis is that we had beticr stop hunting
fashionable scapegoats for our economic
problems and face the truth that the
Federal Government is causing a goodly
portion of our economic problems.

Dr. McCroskey argues his indictment
and suggests some cures with force and
clarity. So that all Senators may enjoy
his article, I ask unanimouts consent that
it be printed In the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD;
as follows:

THERE'S ALwAYS MORE WIi(ERE
From, Basy

There was & time recently when the Amer-
ican economy seemed to be grinding to a halt.
The Post Office went out of business. The air
lnes operated-only fitfully. And the trucks
and the railroads stood oniy a hairbreadth
from a complete shutdown.

How could the U.S. economy, once hailed ng
the Eighth Wonder of the World, come to
such a sorry state?

Traditionalists have one answer: a break-
down in authority. Radicals have another: a
sickness in the soclety. As an economist, I
have still another: a precipitous decline in
the value of the dollar,

Economists have long preached against the
evils of inflation. We have talked long and
fervently about how deeply infiation hurts
people on fixed incomes, particularly people
who must live on pensions and sceial se-
curlty.

But while we have often sympathized with
such people, most of us have done so in a
detached and abstract sort of way. We gen-
erally weren't in that position ourselves, and
many of us failed {o appreciate the day-toe
day hardships these people must endure—
although we might have gathered a vague
idea if only we had paused %o really see the
elderly people we encountered in the grocery
store (we with our overlozded push carts)
who seemed In such torturous seif debate
about picking up a can of coffee at 89¢c or a
box of tea at 78¢.

We moaned and we groaned, but our hearts
weren’t really in it, primarily because these

Tris CAME
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Increase our defenses as well as our of-
fensive power. Our capacity to escalate
and continue the arms race, amply dem-
. onstrated by our MIRV'ing of Minute-
man and our deployment of Poseidon, is
our strongest bargaining card. The ad-
ministration’s argument that Safeguard
is needed for bargaining would clearly
seem to be merely another straw grasped
in an effort to justify an unjustifiable
system, the latest in a long series of
rationales for a worthless boondoggle.

Mr. President, many supporters of the
Safeguard system cry that those who
oppose this systém are antimilitary or
anti-American or soft on communism
or unaware of strategic realities of
world power. That is not true. We are

- gntiboondoggle, antihysteria, anticries
of false alarm. No one is saying that the
United States should disarm unilaterally
or endanger its national security by
foolishly reducing its sfrategic arsenal.
There are obviously and undeniably real
threats we must be ready to meet.

However, Safeguard ABM is not the
answer. In these troubled and dangerous
times, with our Nation over-extended
abroad, divided at home, and suffering
severe ecohomic problems, we miist look
with great care af every decision we
make. For too long the military was
given everything they sought, without
limitation, with hardly any question. We
can no longer afford this luxury.

The military and its defenders must
realize that we are not antimilitary, but
rother that we are forced by circum-
stances to choose among altefnatives
and allocate scarce resources ‘atcord-
ingly. We can no longer have everything
we want, and the decisions about what
we neéd are hard ones. e o

“Our economy is beset with inflation
and high unemployment. We have urgent
doméstic spetiding priorities. The Fed-
eral Glovernment’ itself is in severe fi-
nancial straits. In the light of all these
facts, the challenge we face in determin-
ing our defense posture’is how to get the
maost defense for our money, whether
this be through better contracting proce-
‘dures, closer supervision of contract
work, or more efficient systems. Mr.

- President, the Safeguard ABM system
does not answer this challenge. It is a
danigerously costly and ineffective sys-
tem, which will not do the job proposed
for it and which by lulling us into’a false
sense of seclrity and draining away

_ searce dollars from other better systems

~would do much to reduce our hational
defesse, = = ’

Thers are other, better, less costly
ways to do the jobs proposed for Safe-
guard, We must halt the development of
this new Maginot line. IR

. P ot ———e -
MIGRANT WORKERS -FORGOTTEN
. AMERICANS L
Mr. YOUNG_of Ohio. Mr. President,
the recently televised NBC white paper
on_the plight of migrant workers once
again awakened Americans to the in-
human circumstances under which so,
many of our farmworkers must live, Un-
fortunately, the Horrible living and work-
_ ing conditions of these millions of Ameri-
cans are noticed only at those infrequent

S
R
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intervals when a television program of
this type is broadcast. However, the com-
pelling plight of migrant laborers in the
United States is a national disgrace that
we can no longer afford to ignore. These
workers who toil to provide food for our
tables live in a twilight world of hunger,
abject poverty, and lack of opportunity
in the midst of plenty.

More than a quarter of a million mi-
grant farmworkers are today laboring in
fields across America, and before the end
of the year well over 1 million people—
men, women, and children—will have
been so employed. They will work in all
of the States and will harvest the crops
that will feed Americans for the coming
year. They and frequently their wives and
children engage in the hardest sort of
backbreaking manual labor.

According to the U.S. Department of
T.abor, migrant workers receive an an-
nual wage lower than that of any other
income group in the country. In 1969 they
worked an average of 85 days a year and
they averaged a meager annual salary of
only $891. This is approximately $30 less
than the average migrant salary for 1967
and 1968. Their pififul income is in
shabby contrast to the earnings of Amer-
ican factory workers. The basic necessi-
ties of food and clothing consume all of
their meager paychecks and more.

This month in my home State of Ohio
approximately 15,000 migrant workers
are laboring to harvest tomatoes and
sugar beets. By November more than 50,-
000 migrant laborers will have worked,
often on their hands and knees, in nearly
half the counties of Ohio for the lowest
wages paid to any sizable economic group
in the State. They will have worked an
average of fewer than 100 days and
earned an average annual wage of less
than $1,000.

Mr. President, nationwide more than
21, million men, women, and children
are caught in this dismal web of poverty
and degradation in the midst of plenty.

Housing for migrants both at home
and while traveling is disgracefully be-
low what the average American expects
for his own family. Because we have not
yet devised programs to eliminate pov-
erty amongst a mobile population, social
and poverty legislation have been of min-

“fmum benefit to the migrant worker who

travels a substantial portion of the year.
Unlike most other labor groups in our

‘soelety agricultural migrant workers are

totally lacking in either political or €co-
nomie power. Their economic and politi-

-cal weakness is even more disgraceful

i

when compared with the awesome power
of the agricultural growers and proces-
sors who purchase their labors.

Migrants are excluded from the pro-
tection given to other workers in their
attempts to organize or strike. They are
not protected by age requirements in
child labor laws. They are not guar-
anteed workmen’s ‘compensation and
they are ineligible for unemployment in-
surance. In addition, because of resi-
dency requirements in most States, they
are usually not allowed to vote.

In many localities there are legal re-
strictions against providing public serv-
icés to nonresidents, therefore barring
the migrant farmer and his family from

~
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most of the health and welfare services
offered to other citizens. One worker at
an Ohio camp had a child who was seri-

ously ill. He was told by local welfare of- .

ficials to take the child to a public clinic
which was open only on Thursday and
Friday. Unfortunately, the child was dy-~
ing on Saturday.

Mr. President, the fate of this child

is all too typical of what such an exist-

ence does to the children of hapless,
helpless migrant workers, Because there
is no one to care for the children while

their parents are laboring in the fields, .
many of them must work also. Being

constantly on the move, the children can-
not stay long enough in one place to re-
ceive an adequate education. Thirty per-

cent of all migrant children have less
than 8 years of education; 40 percent, ;
less than 11 years. If they survive their !

early childhood they are

virtually :

doomed to repeating the dismal life of !

their parents.

The fact is that 17 percent of migrant
workers today are functional illiterates.
Half are under 25 years of age and one-
fourth of them are between 14 and 17.
Because of their youth or lack of educa-
tion, most migrant workers and their
youngsters have no awareness or interest
in the political process. They move from
county to county, and from State to
State. They have no Representatives or
Senators in the State legislatures or in
the U.S. Congress to whom they can turn
for help. Theirs are the unheard voices
of misery and despair.

In the past, only local remedies were
sought. State and local governments and
private organizations have in many in-
stances acted to aid these people. How-
ever, because of the pgreat number of
migrant workers and because of their
constant movement their plight is a na-
tional problem of concern to all Ameri-~
cans.

While the Congress has enacted legis-~
lation to alleviate some of the problems
afflicting these people, additional action
must be taken to allow them and their
children to share in the benefits of our
society.

First and foremost, migrant workers
urgently require coverzge under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. They must
have the right to utilize the collective
bargaining process to improve their eco-
nomic and social status as industrial
workers have for more than 30 years.

Mr. President, one of the most critical
needs of the migrant agricultural worker
and his family is for decent housing and
sanitation. Programs must be developed
to assist in the construction of adequate
housing facilities for these workers and
their dependents.

The migrant worker faces unemploy-
ment with no reserve in the form of un-
employment compensation which the in-
dustrial worker has long taken for
granted. Our unemployment insurance
laws must be amended to provide hene-
fits for workers employed on large com-
mercial farms. i

At the present time a farmworker is
eligible for social security if he receives
$150 in cash wages from his employer
during the year or if he works for the
same employer for cash wages for 20
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days or more during the year. Because
of their constant movement, short pe-
riods'of employment and low rate of
compensation, most migrant workers do
not meet the requirements to be eligible
for soeinl security benefits. Our social
security law should be amended by re-
duecing from $150 to $50 the amount
which must be earned from a single em-
ployer each year by farmworkers. In
that one act social security benefits
would thereby be extended to 500.000
farmworkers, the great majority of them
migran$ laborers.

Mr. . President, while these proposals
recogrize the problems of migrant work-
ers and, to some degree, will correct
their wretched working and living con-
ditions, they by no medns completely
solve the problem of bringing the living
standard of these forgotten people to
the * level enjoyed by most other
Americans. )

The migrant worker and his family
face a near hopeless future. Each year
as the educational and skill requirements
of tomorrow's farm jobs ate increased,
opportunities for migrants will become
further limited. Additional and improved
programs for housing, unemployment
compensation, and social security will
help, These programs must be cohesive,
comprehensive, and extensive. We must
not allow any group in our afuent so-
ciety to continue to be so consistently
abused and so long forgotten.

It is the duty of the Members of Con-
gress, before adjournment this year, to
take affirmative action in their behalf.

ECONOMIC MADNESS

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
interest rates on home mortgages rose
26 percent in 1969, Today, the buyer of
a $20,000 home must pay nearly double
that amount—$35,000—for interest
alone. Almost half of the money a home
buyer pays goes not to the builder, not
to the worker, not to the seller, bul to
the lender, primarily the big bankers
whose 1969 profits ranged from 10 to 50
percent. Bank earnings during the tight
money year of 1969 were among the fat-
test in history. Most families with annual
incomes under $13,000—more than half
of all Americans—cannot really afford to
buy homes. After an unprecedented pe-
riod of prosperity, we have suffered an
unfortunate downturn. The overall index
of industrial production declined for §
months in a row. We hope that has now
been halted. Unemployment, which was
3.3 percent in December 1968, was above
5 percent last May. At the same time in-
flation is choking the economy. The cost
of living rose 6.3 percent in 1969 and con-
tinues soaring. The inflationary effect of
the Vietnam war must result ultimately
in a 10-percent reduction in the stand-
ard of Uving of the average American.
This according to one expert economist,
Meanwhile, a few become rich from high
interest rates while families’ workingmen
and small businessmen pay and suffer,

T ———————

TAKING‘%WGITH A GRAIN OF
e TUARD

Mr. JAVITS, As a cosponsor, for the
third consecutive year, of the Cooper-

Hart amendment I wish to state my rea-
sons for supporting the substance of this
year's amendment, which I had a hand
In shaping. The amendment I support
authorizes approximately $1 billion—in-
cluding resource and development
funds—for continuing work of phase I
of Safeguard at Grand Forks and Malm-
strom., I am nonetheless convinced that
the Safeguard system should not--and
may well never be-—constructed.

Spokesmen for the President have in-
sisted most urgently that Safeguard is
an indispensable “bargaining chip” at
the strategic arms limitation talks-—
SALT—-with the Soviet Union. 1t has
been intimated by administration spokes-
men that a SALT agreement to limit of-
fensive and defensive strategic systems is
within our grasp. It is further intimated
that the Senate action to kill Safeguard
altogether is the single action most likely
to jeopardize the achievement of a SALT
agreement at this time,

That is an arresting argument. It has
been criticized on several grounds and
none of us are happy with it. The Senate
has not been consulted, or adequately
briefed, on the conduct of the SALT
negotiations, as cslled for in the Consti-
tution. Consaquently, we are not in a
bosition to dispute the administration’s
assertion regarding the direct correla-
tion between Safeguard and the pros-
pects for a SALT agreement. Under the
circumstances, we must give the benefit
of the doubt to the President. ¥ am pre-
pared to authorize an additiona] billion
dollars for further work on the two sites
authorized last year to enhance the pros-
pect of an early SALT agreement—which
reportedly calls for the subsequent dis-
bandment of the two authorized sites. In
short, I am prepared to take SALT with
& grain of Safeguard.

Five distinguished men, with impor-
tant experience in arms control negotia-
tions in previous administrations, in a
letter published in the Washington Post
on August 10, have challenged head on
the “bargaining chip” rationale for Safe-
guard. This joint statement by Averell
Harriman, Karl Kaysen, Adrian Fisher,
Franklin Long, and Herbert Scoville as-
serts that—

In our judgment, a Senate vote against
the ABM Is a vote for success in SALT,

On the other hand, the chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
Senator STENNIS, has stated:

It is my firm opinion—and this is not an
overnight thought—that to defeat Safe-
guard in the Senate this year would be the
worst possible setback that we could hand
to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks in
Vienna,

Senator Jacxson, the floor manager,
has stated:

I remain convinced that deployment of
Safeguard is an essential condition for the
SALT talks to succeed,

It is ne secret that the position as-
serted by Senstor Stennis and Senator
JACKSON is the position of the highest
authorities of the administration. It is
a position which is also maintained by
lower level officials who have been in-
timately involved in the day-to-day ne-
gotiating process of the SALT talks.

In its boldest, form, the assertion that
Safeguard is essential to the success of
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SALT lacks a compelling persuasivensess.
I have heard one plausible “explanation’
of this proposition which has helped to
overcome my own skepticism and which
I would, accordingly, like to share with
the Senate.

It has been explained to me that the
Soviet negotiating team represents a co-
alition of interests nhaving diverse rea-
sons for wanting a SALT agreement. It
is said that the Sovict negotiating coali-
tion is a delicately constructed one and
that the element representing Soviet
military is the most reluctant and sus-
picious element. The group representingz
the Soviet Union's military viewpoint is
said to be interested rrimarily in halting
the development of an American ABM
system. Presumably—using the “worst
case” war-gaming apnroach—the Soviet
strategic planners place a higher efficacy
factor on Safeguard's capabilities than
our own scientific corumunity does. Ac-
cordingly, it is conten<ded that the Soviet
military eomponent, which is promi-
nently represented in the Soviet negoti-
ating team, might lose interest in
achieving SALT agrecment if the Safe-
guard system is killed off in the Scnate.
The defection of the Soviet military ele-
ment could disrupt the delicately con-
structed Soviet negotiating conseansus
and thus jeopardize sn agreement oth-
erwise desired by cther clements of the
Soviet hierarchy.

I feel that I have nc choice but to give
the benefit of doubt to the President and
his negotiators in this situation. For this
reason, in discussions leading to the
formulation of the Cooper-Hart amend-
ment ¥ urged that aporopriate account
must be taken of the administration’s
“bargaining chip” contantion. I am satis-
fied that this consideration is
commodated in the Cooii
ment, in authorizing fi
tion only of the two mfﬁr
the Senate last year. E :

In accepting the ugronif
thesis to the extent that #™
medated by the Coopar-Hast Ammends
ment, I nonetheless wish t¢ exprid ny
dissatisfaction with the sdmginistration's
handling of the crucizl .gquestion of the
relationship of the SALY falks to the
Safeguard program.

In my judgment, the Sovist Union
undoubtedly has a varieky of incentives
motivating it to seck an agresment to
limit the strategic arms race. In an over-
all sense, I believe that cohcern over
Safeguard, per se, is n minor factor im
Soviet calculations. The b and
more significant incentivés I woukjjudge
to be such factors as: First, & compulsion
to avoid the vast economie expense of an
accelerated arms race invelving the next
generation of stratezic nucledr weapons
and uncertainty as to the capscity of
Soviet technology in the camputer and
electronics fields to compete suecessfully
with the United States on the wext gen-
eration of weapons syshans; second, 3
desire to achieve formal indernationsal
acceptance of its position ef strateglc
barity with the United $tafes; third, .a
desire {0 ease and stabilize I& frategio
relationship with the West, in sgifloi
tion of o growing strategle thregtTro
Communist China in the Esst:" -

The major incentive: of the United
States in seeking a SALT agreement are
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given the primary misslon of “hard-

point” defense of Minuteman deterrent.
To this, the subsidiary missions of de-
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. matters which go to the very heart of
- our national life and values and 6f our
position in the world. In my judgment,
concern over the alleged S8-9 threat is
also s minor factor in the overall na-
tional decision to seek a SALT agree-
ment, with its inevitable far-reaching
implications. ‘

The themes and lssues of SALT are
the great and encompassing questions
of our era. They are preeminently the
issues most in need of thorough debate
- and consideration in the Senate. In this

context, it is regrettable, in my judg-
ment, that the administration has
chosen to depict SALT to the Senate as
8 bargainihg process essentially con-
cerned with. trading off ABM against
88-9. ‘

As recently as his July 30 press con-
ference, President Nixon publicly ex-
pressed optimism at reaching & SALT
agreement, Virtually the whole case for
Safeguard this year is being made on the
grounds of its indispensability to_the
prospects of a SALT agreement. It is
precisely because the Senate shares the
constitutional responsibility for SALT
that I consider the Administration’s
handling of this issue with the Senate
to be inadequate and unsatisiactory.

At the opening of my statement I ex-
pressed my conviction that the Safe-
guard system should not—and never may

. be—constructed. The technical justifica-
tion for Safeguard has been called into
such grave doubt that even the Pen-
tagon has conceded kéy points in the
eriticlsm and has indicated the inten-
tion to modify Safeguard extensively
along lines suggested earliér by its critics.

In my judgment, the basic flaw of the
Safeguard system from the technological
viewpoint is the same as that which
proved to be the undoing of the TFX,
By attéempting to desighi a system which
could perform several divergent mis-
slons—that is, light area defense as well
as hardpoint defense of Minuteman—
“Safeguard ends up being unable satisfac-
torily to perform any of its assigned
.missions. The analogy to TFX and its
ill-fated albatross of *‘commonality” is
now branded conspicuously onto Safe-
guard. ‘

Sengtors CoorEr and HarT and others
have summarized the technological case
sgainst Safeguard in some detail. More-
over, there is extensivé testimony by a
blue-ribbon roster of American scien-
tists—in and qut of government—in the
printed Hearings before four congres-
slonal committees detailing at length the
technical deficiencies of Safeguard.

It is not surprising that Safeguard
should prove to be so vulnerable on tech-
nical grounds—considering its_diverse
background. It was first presenied to
Congress in its Sentinel configuration
83 & Bystem Intended to provide a light
population defense against a Chinese
Communist threat. Even in this ingarna-
tion, members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and ranking members of the Armed
Services, Committee supported the sys-

. tem primarily as a “bullding block” in a
-potential “thick” area defense against a
Soviet threat. Early in 1969, the gystem
was reconflgured out of the same com-
ponents, rechristened Safeguard and
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fense against a Chinese “blackmail”
threat and defense against a Soviet “ac-
cidental = launch” were subseqgsently
added. ’

This year, the Senate Armed Services
Committee has again altered the mission
of Safeguard. In the words of Senator
JACKSON:

Safeguard has been confined to defense of
the deterrent; authorizatlon of a thin area
defense has been specifically denied.

. However, according to the recommend-

ations of the O'Neill report—specifically
solicited by the Defense Department
from a blue ribbon panel of defense
scientists—

If the only purpose of Safeguard is defined
to be to protect Minutemen, Phase IIA as de-
fined in March 1969 should not proceed. In-
stead, a dedicated system for active defense
of Minutemen should replace or ... aug-
ment Phase IIA,

In addition, the O’'Neill report specifi-
cally states:
Phase I alone s not worth its cost.

These are the technical reasons for my
conviction that the Safeguard system
should not, and never ought o be, built.

There is an additional ironic, and per-
haps more significant, reason for my con-
viction that Safeguard will never be
built—the SALT negotiations which are
now cited as the main justification for
Safeguard. According to reports, we are
on the verge of reaching a SALT agree-
ment which will provide for “zero” ABM,
or, more probably, for ABM systems re-
stricted exclusively to protection of the
national command authorities—that is,
Washington and Moscow. Accordingly, if
there is a SALT agreement it is likely to
require the dismantling of work com-
pleted thus far at Malmstrom and Grand
Forks.

If the SALT talks fail, on the other
hand, it will be necessary for us to re-
consider the entire question of our stra-
tegle posture, both with respect to offen-
sive as well as defensive systems. I do not
believe that Safeguard where it is now,
could justify 1ts survival under either set
of clrcumstances.

It Is precisely because the failure of
SALT will result in circumstances which
require & thorough—and wholly un-
pleasant—rethinking of our entire stra-
tegic posture and requirements—with
the most ominous and dangerous im-
plications for world peace and security,
that I am prepared to concede the bene-
fit of the doubt to the administration’s
contention that it needs Safeguard for
the success of SALT. If we are able to get

~an agreement limiting offensive and de-

fensive weapons—and thus averting a
new round of the nuclear arms race—I
would consider the $1 billion authorized
for additichal work on Safeguard to be
money well spent.

ORDER OF BUSIENESS
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum,

~ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will calll the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
ohjection, it is so orderedl.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, there will now be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with a limitation of
3 minutes on statements made therein.

M =

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, an error
in the printing of the REcorp of yester-
day resulted in the omission of a crucial
provision of Senate amendment 829, filed
yesterday by me and other Senators.

The omission occurs in the third col-
umn of page S13059 of the Recorp for
August 10, 1970,

To correct the error and give notice
of it to my colleagues. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment (Senate
amendment 829) be printed at this point
in the REcorb.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
permanent Recorp be corrected to show
the entire text of Senate amendment 829
at the appropriate place in the Recorp of
August 10, 1970.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

On page 2, line 2, of the amendment, strike
out “$838,600,000” and insert in lleu thereof
“$381,200,000”,

On psage 2, of the amendment, beginning
with line 8, strike out all down through and
including line 20 and Insert in lleu thereof
the following:

“TITLE IV-—-PROHIBITION ON USE OF
FUNDS FOR DEPLOYMENT OF SAFE-
GUARD SYSTEM
“Sec. 401. None of the funds appropriated

pursuant to this or any other Act may be

used for the purpose of deploying a safe-
guard system at any site.”

THE KENDALL SCHOOL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1078, S. 4083, introduced
by Mr. YARBOROUGH and other Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S, 4038)
to modify and enlarge the authority of
Gallaudet College to maintain and oper-
ate the Kendall School as a demonstra-
tion elementary school for the deaf to
serve primarily the National Capital re-
gion, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFPFICER. Is fhere
objection to the present consideration
of the bill? )

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President,
the bill, 8. 4083, would authorize the

“board of directors of Gallaudet College

to construct and operate a demonstra-
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tion preschool and elememary school
for the deaf in connection with the Ken-
dall Schoel on the campus of Gallaudet
College. -

In its continuing efforts to serve deaf
children from the National Capital re-
gion, the Kendall School must become
a national demeonstration preschool and
elementary school for the deaf. There
are a number of reasons why this is
s0:

First. The evolution of the Kendall
Sehool into a demonstration elementary
school represents a natural progression
in s development;

Second. The establishment and op-
eration of the Model Secondary School
for the Deaf-—Public Law 89-694--has
created a new perspective’ on the edu-
cation of the deaf; and .

Third. The rubella epidemic of 1963~
65 and ‘the predicted epidemic in 1972
73 are creating a need for a more ap-
propriate learning -environment. Pro-
fessionals agree that -unless major efforts
are. directed . to the elementary level
many ‘deaf students will not be able to
benefit from federally supported pro-
grams such as the Model Secondary
School for the Deaf and the National
Technical Institute for the Deaf—Public
Law 89-36—because if is itoo late to
bridge the educational gap. Focus must
be on the establishment of a deraon-
stration .schopl for preschool and ele-
mentary-age deaf children.

The Kendall School is an established
school :of quality with a competent staff
and physical facilities. Therefore, a
demonstration elementary program for
deaf children.can be established with
minimum additional expenditures of
Federal funds. There is such a derion-
stration or model school now for high
school level operated on the Gallaudet
campus. This bill. would authorize the
same type of demonstration schoo] for
pre-high school level.

If what the experts tell us about the
“rock generation” is true, the hearing of
many people will be affected by this loud,
raucus music. The jet planes are injur-
ing 'thé ear drums of many people, and
many veterans are losing their hearing

because of noise from bombs and cannon .

fire. S0 we have & growing incidence of
deafness in the populace.

Preschool deals with children who are
deaf while quite young. The people who
work in this field have warned us that
unless ‘a child’s deafness.is detected at a
very early age and treated at a very early
age, the child will never catch up in
learning with other children.

We know that if a child’s deafness is
detected while quite young, before he is
old enough to go to school, and if he re-
ceives training at an early preschool age,
then, with proper schooling that child
will have a better chance in life.

At the present time, the average deaf
person in America earns, on an average
half as much money as a nondeaf per-
son; but with proper education from
very tender years, they could earn as
much money as the average person who
can hear.

I will give an illustration, Mr. Presi-
dent. A few years ago, the school for the
deaf in my State, established in 1856,
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asked the new Internal Revenue office
there, the district area that covers many
States, where they have the computers,
to employ some deaf people. They had
great difficulty gef{ting them to try some
deaf people. Finally, they put deaf people
to work on the computers.

The computers are in vast rooms which
are kept dust free and have soundproof

walls but there is quite a bit of noise. .

Occasionally, one employee working on
the computer will speak to another. They
found, after a year's experience, that the
deaf person, because of having less dis-
tractions, mekes fewer mistakes than the
nondeaf person. The deaf person, werking
with the computers in that great Internal
Revenue Center, is a more efficient
worker with the machines than the non-
deaf person.

With new opportunities opening up for
the deaf, with the proper training, we
hope to give the deaf a better life and an
economic opportuhity equal to that en-
joyed by the nondeaf.,

The interest and commitment of the
Congress in the Kendall School and Gal-
laudet College dates back to February 16,
1857, when the Congress approved an act
to incorporate the Columbie Institution
for the Deaf, Dumb, and Blind—re-
named the Kendall School for the Deaf
in 1885. In succeeding acts and in its an-
nual appropriation, Congress has con-
tinued its support of and interest in the
operations of Gallaudet College and the
Kendall School.

It is interesting to note that Kendal
School was started in February of 1857,
just a year after the Texas School for
the Deaf was founded in Austin in 1856.

The original program of ‘education for
deaf children began in a log cabin on a
65-acre site in Austin near the Colo-
rado River. )

The Texas School for the Deaf has
continued to grow since its establish-
ment, and by 1910 it had a residential
population in excess of 500 children. A
modern builcling program began 15 years
ago, resulting in a modern school unique
for its cottage living arrangements. The
Texas School has a current enroliment

" of approximately 680 pupils.

The total population of deaf people in
Texas is estitnated at approximately 11,-
500 profoundly deaf people, with another
100,000 hard of hearing individuals.

Although great progress has been made
made in the education of deaf children
in the Texas school system, there is an
imperative need for a national demon-

stration center to operate in a setting .

such as that provided on the campus of
Gallaudet College where eduecators of the
deaf will have a whole spectrum of deaf
students from preschool through college
for training under optimum conditions.
In this way it is hoped that the best and
newest methods of education of deaf
children can be put to use with experi-
mental equipment and curriculum.

Over the past decade an extensive
body of knowledge has been accumu-
lated concerning new approaches to im-
provement of the education of young
deaf children. The Kendall School for
the Deaf must ohtain the resources to
enable it to develop programs and to dis-
seminate this knowledge to other schools,

P
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Demonstration of the success of these
programs would facilitate the develop-
ment of other area centers throughout
the United States.

Mr. President, I urze passage of this
much needed legislation.

The PRESIDING OIFICER. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 4083) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

-8, 4083

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purpose of providing day and residential
facilities for elementary education for per-
sons who are deaf in order to prepare them
for high school and other secondary study.
and to provide an exemplary educational pro-
gram to stimulate the development of similar
excellent programs throughout the Nation,
the directors of Gallaudet College are aue-
thorized 0 maintain und operate Kendall
School as a demonstration elementary school
for the deaf, Yo serve primarily residents of
the National Capital region.

SEc. 2. As used in this Act—-

(a) The term “elementary school” means
a school which provides education for deaf
childrenr from the age of onset of deafness
to age fifteen, inclusive. but not beyond the
eighth grade or its equivalent.

(b) The term “construction” includes con-
struction and initial equipment of new
buildings, and expansion, remodeling, and
alteration of existing buildings and equip-
ment thereof, including architect’s services,
but excluding off-site improvements.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sge, 3. () There are authorized to be
appropriated for each Iiscal year such sums
as may be necessary for the establishment
and operation, including construction and
equipment, of the demonstration elementary
school provided for in section 1.

(b) Federal funds appropriated for the
benefit of the school shall be used only for
the purposes for which paid and in accord-
ance with the applicable provisions of this
Act.

SEc. 4. In the design and construction of
any facilities, maximum atiention shall be
glven to excellence of urchitecture and de-
sign, works of art, and innovative auditory
and visual devices and installations appro-
priate for educational functions of such
facilities.

REPEAL OF EXISTING STATUTES

Sec. 5. The following statutes or parts of
statutes are hereby repealed:

(a) Section 1 of the Act of March 1,
(31 Stat. 844), as amended.

{(b) Section 1 of the Act of March 2, 1889
(25 Stat. 962), as amended.

(c) Act of November 7, 1966 (80 Stat. 1399).

(d) Sectlon 1 of the Act of March 1, 1905
(33 Stat. 901), as amendcd.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed.

Mr, HUGHES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

1901

ORDER FOR EXTENSION OF PERIOD
FOR THE TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing the previous order providing for the
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full production, in less than a year's
time, a massive weekly payroll will be
sdded to the community. This will make
productive citizens and taxpayers out of
hundreds of welfare reciplents. ~
Nearly $2 million of private money will
go into this plant. Local money from the
city of Jackson has already purchased
the site for thils operation at a cost of
$49,000. A local bank has pledged $80,000
of development monéy. The State of
Kentucky has constructed $165,000 in ac-
cess roads to the site. And the company,
U,8. Shoe Corp, will eventually spend
between $1,400,000 and $1,500,000 to
build and equip a factory, and has al-
ready invested $180,000 in preliminary
development. ‘ oo

-In order to bredk grouhd for this fac-
tory, the city of’ Jackson must obtain ap-
proval of a pending Economic Develop-
ment Administration application for
$385,000. Since Janhuary of this year, one
of my staff members has worked witls of-
ficials of Jackson ii trying to obtain this
approval, and the application has been
continually held up by one technicality
after another. It took 2% months to clear
the area office in Huntington, W. Va.,
and It has been in the Washington office
of EDA since June of this year.

- Jackson, Ky., s asking an agency of
the Federal Governmient—EDA—to help
a community supply jobs for pedple who
want to work. We all know écondmic
development is the only réal solution to
‘the poverty of this Nation. Yet those
charged with assisting such growth allow
the people of my State who seék to build

new life to languish while they wallow
the hopeless maze of bureaucratic tred—
4 pe. . b :

In summary, the right hand knows not
-.of the activities of the lefi and it appears
the handout continues to take prece-
dence over the hand up. I dedounce the
decision by HEW to dole out $100,000
while productive EDA projects such as
that of Jackson, Ky., remain unfunded.

————————— ' Pl
AUTHORIZATION OF APPﬁOPf{IA'-‘
“TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
~MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES
. The Senate continued with the ‘con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17123) to au-
thorize appropriations during the fiscal
year 1971 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked com-
bat vehicles, and other weapons, ahd re-
gearch, development, tést, and evalua-
tion for the Armed Forces, and to pre-

. scribe the authorized personmneél strength
‘of the Selected Resérve ol each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, gnd for
other purpo.ses’..'”

MIRV, SALT, AND STRATEGIC STA-
BILITY: A DUAL APPROACH
Mr, BROOKE. Mr. President, Senate
consideration of the defensé’ pro¢uré-
ment authorization comes at a moment
of extreme delicacy in many realms of
national security policy—the Stratezic
Arms Timitation Talks are in a crucial
phase, the strategic balance is poised at
the edge of far-reaching changes, dé-
fense spending is tottering under the
challenge of compéting domestic de-
mands. Among the many issueé_yv/e tmu‘st

consider in this débate, none is more
critical than that of MIRV, the multi-
ple independently targetable reentry
vehicles whose incipient deployment is
drastically changing the composition and
capabilities of American strategic forces.

As Members of the Senate will recall,
I have long argued that our security and
that of the Soviet Union would be best
served by a mutual suspension of MIRV
testing and deployment. If such weap-
ons were deployed in large numbers and
were developed to levels of very high ac-
curacy, they could seriously threaten
hardened missile silos and could under-
mine the stable deterrence on which both
countries depend.

It is, of course, reassuring to know
that any such “hard-target MIRV” sys-
tems are years away from being per-
fected and that the initial systems now
being deployed do not in fact pose a
threat to the Soviet Union’s retaliatory
forces. Yet, as has often been pointed
out in this Chamber, unless clear safe-
guards are established, technical im-
provements could eventually transform
the first-generation MIRV systems
which are capable only of a retaliatory
mission into more dangerous weapons
which might seem capable of a first
strike. This could only induce a larger
arms race, as the Soviets would be
obliged to increase the number of offen-
stve weapons or take other countermeas-
ures to insure their ability to deter us,
just as we are determined to do what-
ever is necessary to guarantee that we
can deter them.

Under these circumistances, how we re-
solve the dilemmas posed by the develop-
ment of MIRV technology will do much
to shape the stability of the strategic
balance. I remain convinced that a
mutual ban on MIRV testing and deploy-
ment is the wisest course, and I am still
hopeful that the SALT negotiations will
eventually produce such an understand-
ing. However, we do not know when, how,
or if SALT will address the complicated
problems of MIRV, and we must seek
to shape a sound policy which will deal
with two contingencies: either mutual
limitation on MIRV in the SALT negoti-
dtions, or a continued deployment of
MIRV in the absence of such a
limitation.

In line with the sentiments voiced by
the Senate in Senate Resolution 211,
which urged a limitation on both of-
fensive and defensive strategic weapons,
particularly MIRV, we should do every-
thing possible to facilitate a reasonable
agreement on this difficult issue.

Toward this end I am today propos-
ing an amendment which could make a
major contribution to this oebjective. This
smendment will direct the Department
of Defense to initiate development of
finglye reentry vehicle systems for both
the Minuteman IIT and the Poseidon miis-
siles, which are preséntly designed spe-
cifically as MIRV Jaunchers.

S0 Tong as the United States has only
MIRYV systems for deployment on these
two missiles, a proposed MIRV limitation
would be tantamount to a de facto re-
duction in U.B. strategic forces. This is
an especially critical factor with regard
to the Poseidon system, since a number
of submarines, are being converted to

carry this missile and a MIRV ban would
mean that those subs could not be on
station for a number of months, that is,
until the Poseidon missile was altered or
boats refitted to Polaris missiles.

Thus, as a matter of simple prudence,
the United States needs to prepare for
the contingency of a MIRV limitation by
developing single reentry systems which
could be mounted on these weapons. Dr.
John Foster and other Defense Depart-
ment spokesmen have alluded to pre-
cisely this possibility in remarking that
Minuteman III and Poseidon could be
fitted for single warheads. It is important
to delay no longer in undertaking the
work to make this a live option. This
amendment would authorize and man-
date such work, and I believe it will meet
with the Department’s approval.

I should perhaps mention that there
are several advantages to pursuing such
a development. Mounting a single re-
entry vehicle on the Poseidon could per-
mit the submarines to operate at greater
ranges from their targets. By increasing
the maneuvering room for the boats,
this option would contribute substan-
tially to their invulnerability to attack
by antisubmarine warfare forces. This
is a significant advantage in its own
right, but it could become even more so
if the United States were gradually to
evolve toward heavier reliance on the
so-called blue-water option, that is,
concentrating the largest fraction of its
deterrent forces at sea and reducing or
phasing out fixed-site land-based mis-
siles. I consider it premature to elect
this option at this time, since I believe
it could best be pursued in the context
of a larger strategic arms agreement
which limited ASW forces as well as
other weapons. If ASW forces were not
s0 limited, the invulnerability of sea-
based forces might erode over the longer
term. Nevertheless, the blue-water op-
tion is a serious candidate for coming
decades and there could be a special
value in the added operating space which
a single RV Poseidon would give our
boats.

A further consideration is also worth
noting. It is guite possible that, even in
the absence of a MIRV ban, other agree-
ments in SALT might make it desirable
to substitute a single-reentry vehicle for
the MIRYV systems presently planned for
Minuteman III and Poseidon. For ex-
ample, since our MIRV is designed to
assure U.S. ability to penetrate any So-
viet ABM deployment, a very low limit
on ABM coupled with a freeze on the
number of offensive launchers might
r:ake it desirable to elect the single-
warhead option. Undcr that contingency,
MIRV would not be required to pene-
trate an ABM and a single-warhead sys-
tem would contribute more to nuclear
stability than a multiple RV deployment.

This is a question we will need to re-
assess in coming months as, hopefully,
the results of SALT become visible. The
MIRV-capable missiles authorized in the
fiscal year 1971 bill will not be deployed
£z > many months, As we approach that
date we can then determine whether
they should be MIRVed or fitted with
single warheads. But we can only do so,
if the single-reentry vehicle systems are
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ready. It is for that :reason that this
amendment is essential. The Department
has long studied this option and I be-

lleve it will welcome congressional guid-
ance in initiating such a development.

A second and éven graver contingency
also confronts us.and it is imperative that
the Congress prepare to meet it. That is
the possibility—one might say the pro-
bability—that the initial MIRV deploy-
ments will continue and that these weap-
ons will be in the arsenals of the United
States and probably the Soviet Union for
the indefinite future. If that trend con-
tinues, our fundamental concern must be
to insure that the MIRV’s that are de-
ployment reinforce strategic stability.
They can do so only if they are exclusive-
ly, explicitly, and credibly designed for
the retaliatory, second strike mission. In
short, ‘'we must erect standards which
make clear that the United States will
not deploy MIRV systems capable of
threatening the Soviet strateglc forces.

The United States has, of course, been
commitied to a second strike posture for
many years. The task here is to see that
MIRV systems are compatible with that
posture. President Nixon has consistently
stressed this principle in his decisions
and declarations on strategic weapons,
For example, in proposing the Safeguard
anti-ballistic-missile system, the Presi-
dent wisely underscored his concern to
avoid actions which appeared to threaten
the Soviet retaliatory forces. In his re-
marks of ‘March 14, 1969—surely one of
the most important arid enlightened stra.-
tegic statements by any statesman—Mr.
Nixon repeatedly applied the American
doctrine of deterrence. He rejected the
possibility of a heavy ABM defense be-
cause “it might look {6 an opponent
like the prelude to an offensive strategy
threatening the Soviet deterrent.” He
also decided against meeting the Soviet
build-up by increasing U.S. offensive ca-
pabilities, since such an increase “could
be misinterpreted by the Soviets as an
attempt to threaten their deterrent. It
would therefore stimulate an arms race.”
And the President partially justified the
reorientation of the U.S. ABM system to
defense of the Mmuteman force by stat-
ing:

‘The prgoram is not provocative, The Soviet

retaliatory capability is not affected by our
decision.

President Nixon applied the same
standard in his redirection of the U.8.
MIRYV program. As the Senate will recall,
Mr. Nixon informed us some months ago
that a proposed development of a hard-
target MIRV system had not been ap-
proved and that the United States has no
such program.

In testimony before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Secretary of Defense
Laird further commented on this im-
portant decision by pointing out:

The President has made it perfectly clear
that we do not intend to develop counterforce
capabilities which the Soviets could construe
as having a first-strike potential.

I believe the Secretary, who has been
so deeply concerned by the deployment
of Soviet weapons with an evident po-
tential for attacking U.B. ICBM’s, must
have a special appreciation of the haz-
ards of such destabilizing weapons. It is
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clear to every careful analyst that weap-
ons capable of counterforce attacks only
make the existing sLategm balance more
dangerous and the ensuing arms race
more costly.

There is, obvxously, no disagreement
that, if MIRV is required to penetrate a
Soviet. ABM system and to maintain a
credible second strike capability, then
this country will continue deploying
such systems. However, the retaliatory
mission can be performed with relatively
modest yields limited accuracies that
would be unsuitable for any first strike
against enemy Jmlss1le Iorces The truth
of this simple axiom is apparent when
one recalls that Hiroshima was almost
obliterated by a 20-kiloton atomic
bomb—much smaller than today’s mis-
sile-borne payloads—-delivered with an
accuracy which has long since been sur-
passed,

The Armed Services Commitiee has
expressed its concern about the implica-
tlons of MIRV for the credibility of
America’s commitment to a second
strike or mutual deterrence doctrine. In
reducing the funds for the so-called
ABRES—advanced ballistic reentry sys-
tems—program, the Committee has
stressed in its report that the reduction
is related to “any future hard-target kill
capability.” The report points out that
the strictly retaliatory objective “can be
met with substantially less accuracy and
more modest yields than needed for the
counterforce mission.” Thus, the com-
mittee  has thoughtfully discouraged
even preliminary development work
which might be viewed as pointed toward
a destabilizing counterforce capacity——
a capacity that Is unnecessary and in-
deed highly detrimental to deterrence.

In pursuit of this same objective, so
clearly enunciated by the President, the
Secretary of Defense, and the Armed
Services Committee, I am proposing a
second amendment setting the stand-
ards for deployment of a retaliatory
MIRV capability. 'This amendment

“would prohibit the use of funds for op-

eration development, testing or procure-
ment of a hard-target MIRV system and
would specifically define what a hard-
target MIRV system capability is.

Much discussion of this issue has been
impeded by the absence of an agreed
definition of hard-target capability.
Obviously it is meaningless to declare
that the United States will forego a ca-

pability to attack Soviet strategic forces
unless that capability is defined in be-
lievable and understahdable terms. Both
in the interest of our own understand-

ing. and even more, of Soviet percep--

tions of our intentions, this amendment
would limit U.S. MIRV systems to yields
and accuracies nho greater than one-
third the level considered necessary to
enable a single warhead to neutralize a
hardened missile silo.

I have ‘have developed this definition
in extensive discussionis with the Depart-
ment of Defense and with colleagues in
and out of Congress. As I am sure the
Department of Defense agrees, it pro-
vides more than ample latitude for
MIRV systems to meet the requirements
of a second strike, while it establishes a
threshold well below that which could
jeopardize Soviet missile forces. I believe

e T
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it to be an even more urgent provision
than the first amendment I have pre-
sented. On the real likelihood that MIRV
deployment may continue, we must have
firm guidelines for our subsequent ac-
tion in this field.

Because of their deep concern on this
matter, more than half the members of
the faculty of the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology have individually
joined in a petition to the President and
the Senate to forego any hard-target
MIRV development. Growing numbers of
responsible spokesmen in the technical
community, including many proponents
of MIRV, recognize that we do not need
and in fact cannot afford to move to-
ward hard-target MIRVs, since the re-
sult can only be a diminution of our own
security. This amendment can be a de-
cisive affirmation of our determination
to avoid amblguous or provocative im-
provements in MIRV systems.

The logic for this proposal is rooted in
mutual deterrence itself, as President
Nixon has so well indicated. Stable de-
terrence requires that neither side
threaten the other side’s capacity to re-
taliate. This is necessary not only to
avoid endless cycles in the arms race, as
one or the other side maves desperately
to protect its retaliatory capeacity. It is
primarily important because, should a
nation find its forces to be vulnerable,
those weapons can only be used if they
themselves are launched first. If they
are withheld, they run the risk of de-
struction. This is the insight which years
ago led Albert Wohlstetter and others to
note that the “balance of terror” is del*s
cate, and that security in the nucle:
age demands that strategic weapons by,
invulnerable. oL

Thus, U.S. security is in no way serveg_
by an capability to threaten Soviet stra-
tegic forees. Such a eapability would only
raise the prospect that Soviet weapons
might be launched in some moment of
crisis out of fear that otherwise they
would be disarmed in a first strike. The
same is no less true of any Soviet deploy-
ment threatening our retaliatory foreces.

We cannot tolerate hair triggers in an
era of instant and total devastation. The
only sane policy for both countries is to
refrain from such destabilizing systems
and to take those measures which create
unambiguous and invulnerable second
strike forces.

That is the purpose of this amendment.
By setting this criterion for American
MIRV systems, we can enhance our own
security and set a model for the Soviet
Union to match. Even if they fail to do so,
we will have insured that any American
MIRV systems are compatible with the
policy to which the United States is dedi-
cated. We will also have struck a note of
prudence which could respond very
helpfully in the strategic arms limita-
tions talks.

To sum up, the subject of MIRV is
complex but the case for these two
amendments is itself quite simple. In the
event that the SALT negotiations pro-
duce an agreement limiting MIRV sys-
tems, we will need to have the option of
installing single-reentry vehicles on the
expensive Minuteman 1II and Poseidon
missiles in which we are investing. In
the event that such an agreement is not
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tedched and MIRV deployment conti-
nues, we shall need to insure that the
American MIRV systems remuin strictly
retaliatory weapons which do not under-
mine the stable déterrénce on which our
security rests. .
The two amendments I offer will serve

these vital objectives. I commehd them to

" the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two aniéhdments I have
submitted be prifited in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendnients will be received and

- prinfed, and will Tie on the table; and,

_expended in

P

without objection, the amendments will
be printed in the RECORD, in accordance
with the Senatoi’s request.

Mr. BROOKE'S ‘ameéndments, ordered
to be printed in the RECORD, ar¢ as fol-
lows: iE

On page 14, at the appropriate place, in-~

sert a new section as follows:
“Sgo. 206. The Secretary of Defense is au-
thorized and ‘directed to initiate a program
of research to develop at the earliest possible
date, a single re-edtry vehicle system for
the Minuteman TII missile and & single re-
entry vehicle system for the Posetdon missile.
Toi purposes of this section “g single re-entry
vehicle system” 1s a system capable only of
deploying 4 single re-entry vehicle and 1ts
asgociated penetration alds, The funds to be
carrylng out the provisions of
this section shall be funds transferred from
other projects by the Secretary pursuant to
his authority under existing law to transfer
funds from one project to another.

At the end of
as follows: ; :

"No funds authorized to be appropriated
pursuait to this or any other Act may be
used fof operational development, testing or
procurement of ‘any Multiple Independently
Targetable Re-entry Vehicle (MIRV) sys-
tem in which an individual re-entry vehicle
provides a capability to destroy a hardened

" target. For purposes of this section, “p ca=

pability to destroy a hardened target’ means
that combination of warhead yleld and ac-
curacy required to gererite the efuivalent
of one third the level of blast over-pressures

and related effects considered necessary to
enable a single warhead to neutralize a hard-
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Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?
Mr. BROOKE, Iam veiy p‘lpaseg} to

yield.

Mr, PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I com-
mend thé Senator from Massdchusetts
on @ very important and significant

_gpeech. It is important that we hold down

expenditures for the American taxpayer,
to prevent inflation and to provide for an
opportunity for sectiring other national
objectives in addition to the immediate
military purposes involved in defense.

The Senator from Massachusetts goes
much farther with this amendrment and
much farther in his speech. As I under-
stand, the purpose of this amendment is
primarily to incréase the security of the
American people, and of the world, for
that matter. ) )

Mr. BROOKE. That is corréect.

Mr, PROXMIRE, By conforming our
sctlons’ to the expression by President
Nixon that he did not want to take any
action, or want us to take any action, that
wotild in_turn provoke the Soviet Union
to feel that we were going after a first
strike; and what the Senatoi’s amend-
ment would do would be to provide that

.

t
£

we act, with this terrific increase in fire-
power that we will have with the multi-
ple independent reentry vehicle, in a way
that would make clear that what we are
trying to do is to strengthen our own
forces so that we could continue to have a
credible second strike capability, but
make it obvious and clear that we are
not trying to develop & capability that
would destroy the Soviet Union’s mis-
siles. Is that correct?

Mr. BROOKE, The Senator is correct;

yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think that this is
most significant, not only from the stand-
point of actually, I presume, saving funds,
although that is important—in this case
it is certainly secondary—but also, it is
very significant in terms of the security of
our country.

As I understand it, the proposal of the
Senator from Massachusetts has the
great advantage, too, of being logical and
appropriate, regardless of whatever posi-
tion one might take on the SALT talks.
Is that correct?

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks are viewed differently
by various Senators. Some feel that be-
cause of them, we should provide every-
thing that the administration and the
Defense Department have requested in
the way of military force. Others have ar-
gued that that might not be the wise
course, for various reasons.

But, regardless of the position one
takes with respect to the SALT talks, in
view of the President’s stateiment that
we should not take any action that would
convince the Soviet Union that we were
trying to develop a first strike, the
amendment of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts is completely logical and con-
sistent with that view of President Nixon,
and the amendment is one which I can
support enthusiastically.

Mr. BROOKE. I am very pleased to
have the support of the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin.

. The Senator is quite correct in his
analysis of the amendment and what the
amendment would do. As the MIRV
technology has developed to date, we do
not have the accuracy which would en-
able us to have a first strike against the
Soviet Union. The Russians know this
and the United States, of course, knows
this. But if we were to continue improv-
ing and perfecting our MIRV technology,
the time would come when obviously we
would have a first strike capability.

The President and the Secretary of
Defense have said that we are not seek-
ing a first strike capability. One of our
military leaders at one time made a
statement which was interpreted as
meaning the United States was seeking
a first strike capability. But the Presi-
dent denied this in a letter, which I
made public to the Armed Services Com-
mittee and to the Senate, in which the
President made clear that we are not
seeking such a capability. As the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin has
well pointed out, this would be most
provocative, and we do not seek it.

All we are trying to do by this amend-
ment is make explicit, write into law, the
expressed policy of this administration
that we will not perfect this MIRV tech-

z
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nology to the point where it could be-
come a first strike capability and be con-
sidered by the Soviet Union as having a
first strike capability. Such a threat
could easily provoke them into further
development and deployment to the
point where they would have a first
strike capability, and the arms race
could continue on indefinitely, out of
balance.

So long as we are able to keep the
mutual deterrents—and we can do this
by limiting the MIRV technology, as
would be done by this amendment—then,
of course, there will be no fear of either
side having a first strike capability.

This amendment would by no means
stop our deployment of MIRV. I want to
make that very clear. I think the Sen-
ate should understand that.

Senate Resolution 211, which I intro-
duced in the Senate a year or so ago,
and which was passecl by the Senate by
a, vote of 72 to 6, never suggested a uni-
lateral cessation of operational testing of
MIRV. It was a mutual cessation of op-
erational testing of MIRV. This, of course,
would be something that would have to
be done by the United States and the So-
viet Union in the SALT talks. But we
just do not know at this point what is
going to come out of SALT. I think we
are all hopeful and prayerful. In the in-
terim, we are going ahead with MIRYV,
as the Senator well knows, so far as our
Poseidon and Minuteman III are con-
cerned. We know that. That is public
information. That is not secret informa-
tion at all. '

The Senator was not in the Chamber
when I discussed the other amendment
jn my prepared text. The other amend-
ment would direct the Defense Depart-
ment to develop a single warhead weap-
ons system that could be used on Poseidon
or on Minuteman III, In the event that
we are able to reach an agreement with
the Soviet Union at the SALT talks for
a ban on MIRV, then we would have a
single reentry vehicle system that could
be put onto our Minuteman III missile
and our Poseidon missile.

Mr. PROXMIRE. As I understand, the
position of the Senator from Massachu-
setts is that in the event we did go
ahead—if we did go ahead—with the
multiple MIRVing, which the Senator’s
amendment is designed to prevent, we
would greatly incerease the likelihood that
the Soviet Union in turn would feel
compelled to go ahead with multiple
MIRVing.

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Furthermore, we
would greatly increase the likelihood
that they would consider a first strike,
for fear that we might initiate a first
strike before they did, because they
would feel that we were developing a first
strike capability.

On the other hand, if we do not go
ahead, some will argue that we are not
advancing our technology, that we are
not advancing our capability, but how do
we know, absent effective unilateral in-
spection, that the Soviet Union is not
going ahead with theirs? I take it that
this is the reason why the Senator’s
amendment would provide for a stronger
second strike capability. !

Mr, BROOKE. That is correct.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. So thait whatever
technological advan¢e they might have,
it would be most unlikely to be preemp-
tive. We not only wculd have the sub-
marines, which seem fo be pretty much
invulnerable to a first strike—and no-
body I know of has argued that they
would not be—buf also, we would have
the bombers, which are mobile and
highly invulnerable to a first strike, and
the ‘second strike weapons which the
Senator’s amendment is designed to im-
brove.

Mr.-BROOKE. Yes. Because the exist-
ing single reentry vehicle systems have
not been improved—the old Polaris and
the old Minuteman I. So we would have
to improve our single reentry vehicle
systems if we were to enter into an agree-
ment with the Soviet Unlon on g limita-
tion on MIRV's.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I thank the Sena-
tor.

I hope the Sendator from Massachu-
setts—and ‘I kmow the Senator from
Mississippt would join me—will call up
his amendment as soon as he can. I
know that there are considerations he
may have as to the exact timing of that.
I am hopeful that we can get some
amendments before the Senate, and I
know that the Senator from Mississippi
and other Senators would like to have
action as soon as poscible.

Mr. BROOKE. As I have said, I am
very pleased to have the support of the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin.
It 1s certainly my intentlon, as I have
said to the distingusihed chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services, to cgll
these amendments up very soon,

Mr, STERNIS, Mr, President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr, BROOKE, Iyield,

Mr. STENNIS, Mr, President, I com-
mengd the Senator for the clarity and
completeness of his speech, It is a sub-
ject matter in which he is well versed.
He has worked on it this year and last
year and perhaps before. The committee
heard his presentation with great in-
terest. I am sure the entire membership
of the Senate will be interestad in this
question.

I want to get the quotations again of
just what the President of the United
States-sald about this. The Senator has
this matter now before the Department
of Defense, as I undersiand.

Mr, BROOKE, Thal is correct. I have
asked the Secretary of Defense to give
the department’s position or both of
these amendments, and I expect a reply
momentarily.

Mr. STENNIS. I am really glad tke
Senator did ask that. I do not think we
ought fo take them up until the Senator
has received a response.

This morning, in antieipation that this
matter was coming up, because the Sern-
ator had told me so, T initiated inquiry
over there, also, that the committee was
interested in the subject. Can the Sen-
ator give any indication when he might
offer them? I am thinking about the

prospeet of getting them up temorrow,

say, or this week?

Mr, BROOKE. T had thought the early
part of next week.

Mr, STENNIS. Yes. We are really In a
distressing situation here. I know that

the Senator is always willing to coop-
erate———

Mr. BRQOKE I certainly am always
glad to do so.

Mr. STENNIS. With the committee,
even though we do not vote together,

Mr. BROOKE. In response to the in-
quiry of the Senator from Mississippi,
a great deal will depend upon the re-
sponse I receive frorm the Department of
Defense.

Mr. STENNIS. Well, it is a very im-
portant matter. I was not suggesting any
hasty consideration here, but if we could
get it up this week, we could start de-
bate. I do not know whether we could
finish it or not, but the Senator makes a
good suggestion thai we should find out
what the Secretary of Defense will say.

Mr. BROOKE. I am certainly sym-
pathetic to the Senator’s problems here
and assure him that I will move as ex-
peditiously. as possible in calling up the
amendments.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much. As of now, though, he merely
submits his amendments for the infor-
mation of the Senate?

Mr. BRQOKE, That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator does not
propose t0 call them up until further
notice?

Mr. BROOKE. That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING QFFICER (Mr, BEN-
Ner). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is 50 ordered.

[

MERCURY CONTAMINATION OF THE
WISCONSIN RIVER

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Nation is facing its first water pollution
crigis. While most people have always
thought of water poliution only in terms
of dirty, unsightly water, the present
crisis involves, according to Secretary
Hickel, “an intolersble threat to the
health and safety of Americans.”” The
cause of this new crisis is mercury con-
tamination.

Within the past 3 weeks, mercury has
been found in large quantities in many
streams and rivers throughout the United
States. Unrecognized as a threat until
just over a month ago, mercury poison-
ing has already caused the deaths of four
persons in New Mexico. Waters now
threatened by mercury contamination
include ILake Onondaga, parts of the
Tennessee River, the Mobile and Tom-
bigbee Rivers In Louisiana, the Missis-
sippi River above New Orleans, the Rio
Grande River in Texas, Lake Ontario,
much of Lake IErie, and many rivers in
Alabama. New reports of contamination
are being received almost daily and the
Federal Water Quality Administration
has established a special emergency task
force to deal with the crisis.

Wisconsin, my State, has been partic-
ularly hard hit by the crisis. Recently I
learned that the Wisconsin River is
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heavily contaminated. According to a
spokesman from the Federal Water
Quality Administration—FWQA—con-
centrations up to 1,000 parts per million
have been found in sludge deposited at
the bottom of the river near Port Ed-
wards. This sludge contains the highest
concentration of mercury reported to
FWQA anywhere in the country, accord-
ing to the same spokesman. Fish tested
at various points along the river have
been found to contain concentrations of
mercury ranging from 1 part per 10
million to 1.83 parts per million. While
these quantities appear to be extremely
small, mercury is toxic o certain species
of fish in concentration: as low as .004
parts per million. The Pederal Water
Quality Administration is presently at-
tempting to enforce a standard of .000
parts per million. Needisss to say, the
concentrations reported in fish in the
Wisconsin River are well above the dan-
ger levels.

Perhaps the most frightening thing
about the situation is that the threat
posed by the mercury may persist for
many descades, Sludge containing as
much as 1000 parts por million now
resting at the bottom of the Wisconsin
River may pose a permanent source of
contamination. While the transfer proc-
ess between the sludge 2nd the river wa-
ter is not completely understocd, it is
clear that the mercurv dees not sink
harmiessly {o the bottors, as previously
believed. Michigan Stagte University
geologist, Dr, Robert Ehvlich, points out
that:

We failed to take into zcecunt a process
called organis complexing—the way organie
matter in lake bottom scdiment and lake
waters plek up electrically 2harged atoms of
a metal like mereury snd¢ force them into
solution throughout a8 lake.

From evidence alrezdy gathered, it is
clear that mercury coniamination may
threaten man for up to 100 years. Com-
menting on suggestions that all plants
dumping mercury be forced to cease all
discharges immediately, Richard Ronk,
mercury preject officer icr the Food and
Drug Administration, pointed out that:

Even if we close all the nlanis today, the
problem won't go away. The mercury will stiil
be there, and nobody can really tell vou
how long it will take the Liosphere to take
care of it.

In Sweden, where mercury poisoning
has caused a drastic decrease in the bird
population, scientists hav: predicted that
the threat will persist for 10 to 100 years
unless the mercury is made inactive.

The symptoms in man of mercury
poisoning may occur weeks to months
after an acute exposure to toxic concen-
trations. For this reason, no one really
knows how much damags may have al-
ready been done. Mercury is a slow acting
poison which gradually destroys the
brain, a few cells at a time. One of the
first signs is the impairment of the coor-
dination of muscle movement. With
severe intoxication, the symptoms are
irreversible and death follows within a
matter of months. The most serious
threat caused by mercury is to human
fetuses. Methyl mercurv easily pene-
trates to the fetus via the placentsa, and
the concentration of mercury in the fetal
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admirers and- highly capable students of
Roman olvilization. And since they knew
that from the time of Marius (157-86 BC)
the eagle (aquila) had been the standard
of the Roman leglons whose duty it was to
fight for that civilization, it was clearly no
accident that this symbol of the power of
republican government in the Ancient World
should become the symbol of the first re-
public in the New World.

With this explahation, I hope that ev-
eryone is now in a position to answer
this simple but rather important ques-
tion which we as Americans should have
full knowledge of. ‘

WE‘LCOME, DR. JO;—fN ‘:.BUNZElL'
HON. DON EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA :
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday,ﬁ July 29 1970

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, a new president has been ap-
pointed at San Jose State College. He

-is Dr. John Bunzel, formeérly chairmman

of the political science department at
San Francisco State College and now
with the center for advanced studies in
behavioral science at the University of

Banta Clara. His impressive professional

-credentials are matched by a record of

- of flux. Confusion abounds—about the na-

\ :

equally impressive courage and personal |

integrity, demonstrated by his conduct
during the faculty strike at San Fran-
cisco State last year. I would like to
join with the rest of my community in
welcoming Dr. Bunzel to San Jose and

wishing him all success ih his new po- -
sition. There being no objection, I would
like to add the following editorial from

the San Jose Mercury on the importance
of this most welcome appointment:
" New' PRESIDENT OF SAN JOSE

Dr. John Bunzel, the newly-appointed
president of San Jose State College, comes
to his new post with an impressive record
of gualifications and experience. He will need
them, o R

San Jose State, perhaps more so than’ any
other CpJifornia staté college today, is over-

crowded, under-funded and-——to a lesser de-’
gree than some other state colleges—Dbe-

leagured and belsbored by a minority of
politically-oriented students and faculty.

"The job of a college présidént is never easy.’

Tt is harder than it needs t6 be in California
today precisely because society is in a state

tion’s war aims, about its own internal pri-
orities and about the state and direction of
its economy. Public institutions of higher
education are a focus for these tensions and

confusions, and the college president is truly

the man in the middle, )

Dr. Bunzel, as a political sclentist and
sociologist, 18 surely famillar with the prob-
lems he will face at San José State, but know-
ing what to expect and coping effectively
with it when it arrives are often two entirely
different things. If he is to do the best pos-
sible job, Dr. Bunzel will need the confidence
snd gooperation of his faculty, his fellow
gdministrators, the students of the college
and the cltizens of San Jose. e deserves
them, if for no other reason than that ‘every
man degerves a fair chance to succeed. N
are, of course, more and better rea-

trong community cooperation with =

the tiew San Jose State College président.

The ‘college 1s a preclous community asset.’

It can provide

and has on occasion pro-
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vided—leadership and manpower for many
community development projects. It would
be a loss both to the school and the com-
munity if this relationship should be weak-
ened.

Equally important, San Jose State College
has the potential to become a first-rate uni-
versity. It is well on the way to that status
now, and it is imperative therefore that its
president be a man dedicated to the pursuit
of truth and knowledge and demanding of
scholarship and professional competence
from his faculty. .

Dr. Bunzel’s record as a professor of politi-
cal sclence and, most recently, as chairman
of the political science department at San
Francisco State College, suggests that he
understands the nature and value of scholar-
ship and the responsibilities of a college—
responsibllities to itself, to academic free-
dom and to society as a whole..

Tt is a pleasure to welcome Dr. Bunzel to
San Jose and to wish him a successful and

. productive tenure as president of San Jose

State College.

FOUNDER'S A\;géRD‘
HON. JOHN 0. MARSH, JR.

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 29, 1970

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, recently
the Izaak Walton League of America at
their 48th annual convention held at the
Golden Triangle Hotel in Norfolk, Va.,
in July of this year, presented the
smounder’s Award,” which is their
highest award, to our colleague, JOHN
SavrLor of the 22d District of Pennsyl-
vania.

The nature of the award and Con-
gressman SaYLOR’s achievements which
led to his selection, are more fully set
out in the news release of the Izaak Wal-
ton League, which I call to the attention
of the membership.

Although it is not mentioned in the
news release, I bring to the attention of
the House that Mr. SAYLOR serves as &
trustee of the Massanutten Military
Academy which is located in my con-
gressional district at Woodstock, Va. In-
asmuch as I have the opportunity to
serve with him as a trustee on that same
board, I can state that the distinguished

_service reflected in the award of the

Izaak Walton League is also found in
his service to Massanutten Military
Academy.
The article follows:
NorrFoLk.—Congressman John P. Saylor
(R-Pa.) has been selected to recelve the

_prestigeous Founders Award of the Izaak

Walton League of America. It is the highest
award given by this citizen-conservation
group which is presently holding its annual
convention in Norfolk, Va,

The Founders Award is given In honor
of the 54 men who organized the League in
1922, and is awarded “to that person, group
or institution judged to have made an out-
standing contribution to the conservation
of America’s renewable natural resources.”

In announcing the Award to Congressman
Saylor, Raymond A. Halk, president of the
Izaak Walton League of America, noted,

_“Congressman Saylor has always been one

of the first to stand up and really fight for
clean air and water, the establishment of
parks and our other environmental needs.
He has been one of the strongest conser-
vation leaders in Congress.”
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Saylor, who has served in Congréss cone
tinuously since 1949, has been a staunch
supporter of conservation legislation and
the efforts of conservation groups. Notable
among his efforts in Congress is his strong
support of the Clean Water Restoration Act
of 1966 and its annual funding. Saylor was
one of seven key Congressmen who suc-
cessfully sparked a House vote to Increase
the funding of the Act in 1969 from §214
million to an $800 million Senate-House
agreement. He also gave strong support to
the measure’s $1 billion funding this year
in the House.

Saylor has also been a prime supporter and
cosponsor of other air and water pollution
legislation and of national parks’ bills. He
has been & strong supporter of youth con-
servation legislation presently pending in
Congress. This measure would anuually pro-
vide summer jobs in outdoor related faderal
government programs for youngsters 13 to 17
years of age.

He is the filrst member of Congress 1o re«
ceive the Natlorial Parks. Association award
for Distinguished Service on behalf of na-
tional parks and monuments, 1954; a re-
ciplent of the National Conservation Award
for distinguished service to conservation
given by major conservation groups, 1958;
named Conservationist of the Year by the
Pennsylvania Outdoor Writers Association,
1965; received the National Wildlife Federa-
tion's Conservationist of the Year Award,
1964.

He served on the President’s Outdoor Rec-
reation Resources Review Commission and
the Public Land Law Review Commission
which just submitted its fingal report to Con-
gress and the Administratior. Saylor is pres-
ently serving on the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission; National Forest
Reservation Commission, and the House In-
terior and Insular Affairs Committee.

A native of Johnstown, Pa., Saylor Is a
graduate of Mercersburg Acsdemy, Franklin,
Pa., and Marshall College, Dickinson Law
School. He received an Honorary LL.D, from
Saint Francis College.

A World War II Navy veteran, he is a
Captain in the Naval Reserve.

P e ———

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CRIME BILL

HON. RICHARD T. HANNA

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 29, 1970

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, the District
of Columbia crime bill has been signed
by the President. The task now is to calm
unreasonable fear and to make the law
work as fairly and effectively as pos-
sible. It should be remembered by liberals
that when the income tax bill was en-
acted, conservatives cried, “the power to
tax is the power to destroy.” Justice
Holmes’ reply should be applied to this
crime bill: “Not while this Court sits.”

Let us, however, be cognizant of the
basic and compelling facts that remain
unchanged with the passage of the new
crime bill package. The conditions in the
streets and in the prisons are turning out
criminals faster than society has a pres-

‘ent ability to control. However, it is a

mistaken premise that short cuts are
possible in effectively coping with the
complex problem of crime. Crime has
many tangled roots. To treat correctively
its basic feeders requires large sums of
money. Society should not expect im-
pressive progress until it has effectively
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applled and invested substantial sums.
The cost of crime is enormous. The coss
of lasting cures Is equally impressive.

Unfortunately, the cost of crime is in-
direct and not tagged as such in the
budget of governments, It is, therefore,
more teadily tolerated even while being
dectied by political leaders. To provide
sufficient money {o carry out the reforms
in the new crime bills and to effect other
needed reforms would require budgel
commitments of identified and directed
funds. Politica) leaders and this adminis-
tration are not Hikely to assume the bur-
deng this implies.-

Oh the ather hand, those who expect
thaf mandatory sentenccs, wiretapping,
prevertive detention, and the “no knoek”
proviston, will make either a dramatic or
lasting imprint on the pervasive presence
of antisocial behavior are heading for a
port. of disillusionment and disappoint-
nient.

SALT AND SAFEGUARD

HON. JEFFERY COHELAN
OF . CALIFORNIA
IN THE HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 22, 1970

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, the Son-
ate is about to begin debate on the mili-
tary ‘brocurement authorization for fs-
cal 1971, }

A wvital component of this bill is the
authorization for phase 11 of the Safe-
guard ABM. As is well known by my col-
leagues I have opposed deployment of
the ABM since its inception nearly half
& decade ago. .

While the House voted o authorize
the funds for Safesuard for fiscal 1971, it
appears likely that the Senate will deicte
this program when it considers the bill.

This deletion would be a most con-
structive step.

In iis lead editorial for July 27, 1970,
the New York Times forceful case for
this deletion. I strongly recommend it to
my colleagues.

The editorial fellows:

SALT AND SAFEGUARD AND THE FUIURE

The Administration’s claim that success
In the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(BALT) with Russin requires Congressicnal
authorization of an expanded Safsguard
program- is the lgast credible of the many
unegonvincing arguments made for this anti-
bellistic ‘missile (ABM) system in the past
year.

The Boviet Union has suggested that
ABM’s could be limited at ‘zero level,”
rather than af low or higher leveis. This ap-
parent resdiness to ban inissile defense
entirely .opensg an attractive prospecs. The
hypotBetical Pentagon thesls that the So-
viet Union might clandestinely “upgrade”
its - thopusands of antiaircraft missiles into
an effective antimisiile defense is based on
the theory thai:they would be secretly linked
to the glant ABM radars. If those radars and
the rest of the embryo Soviet ABM system
around Moscow are dismantled, that would
also demolish the argument that Russia
could .alter the power balance quickly by
deploying secretly manufactured ABM
launchers around those ragars, which take
five or six years to construct,

If missile defense were entirely banned, the
Pentagow’s argument for deploying MIRV
multiple warhead missiles at this time would
also collipse. MIRV (multiple ihdependent-
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1y targeted re-entry vehicle) 1s sought to in-
sure penetration of a heavy Soviet missile de-
fense 1f Moscow should build one. With a
“zero ABM" agreement at SALT, no one could

-argue that the Soviet Union could deploy a

missile defense 11 the future faster than the
United States could increase its offensive
capability to overcome it.

Yet the Nixon Administration, in its new
Vienna proposals, repertedly has not proposed
a MIRV ban; on the contrary, it has made
unnecessary demands for intrusive on-site in-
Spection, scmething it knows 1s anathema to
Moscow, in discussions alt SALT of a nossible
MIRV deployment halt. For eighteens months
the Pentagon has been permitted to press
ahead on testing and, more recently, deploy-
ment of the American MIRV.

The Soviet suggestion of an ABM Lan evi-
dently has not been rejected; it reportedly
remains among the alternative “low level”
ABM iimits presented in the American proe-
posals. But there are indications that the
Administration prefers, and will seek at
SALT, an ABM agreement that would per-
mit both sides to have systems equal to or
larger than the obsolete 64-missile defense
the Soviet Wnion has deployed.

The agresment the Administration now
projects at Vienna would not halt the strate-
gic arms race, but would continue it in a
seemingly controlied form. The degree of con-
trol, however, would be &n illusion.

With ABM systems deployed on both sides,
even at a low level, there would be a contin-
ucus race for qualitative improvement and,
every few years, replacement of the system
with a new peneration of antimissiles, radars
and computers. Far more dangerous, absence
of Hmits on MIRV would permit a rapid mul-
tipliention of separately-targeted nuclear
delivery vehicles in the strategic offensive
missile forces of both sides. A Ave-fold in-
crease is now under way in the American
forces, from 1,700 to akout 8,000 nuclear
delivery vehicles,

Moreover, a race to improve the accuracy
of MIRV warheads would also be beyond con-
trol, giving each side at some point the enpa-
bility of destroying the other’'s fixed land-
based ICBM’'s. Fixed land-based missiles
would be mede obsolete by this development
and beth countries would be forced to re-
place them with sea-based or mobile land-
based ICBM's.

The tens of billlons of dollars that would.
be devoured in this post-SALT arms race is
reason enough to seek to avoid such an evo-
lution. But even. more important would be
the dangerous instabilities that would be
repeatedly introduced by permitting the sta-
ble nuclear halance that now exists to give
way to a new kind of missile race.

The issue that confronts the Senate as it
opens debate on the defense authorization
bill, which includes funds both for ABM ex-
pansion and the rapidly growing MIRV de-~
ployment program, is not how to help the
Administration achieve the SALT agreement
1t seeks. Thé real issue is how to influence
the Administration to seek the kind of SALT
agreement {Le country and the world needs.
That wbuld be an agreement banning both
ABM and MIRV.

The Senate has already overwhelmingly
voted g resolution urging the Administration
to propose a halt in ABM and MIRV deploy-
ment on both side while SALT talks proceed,
The need now, is voting the defense aushori-
zation Bill, is to put “in escrow” whatever
funds are voted for ABM and MIRV deploy=
ment until the Administration, which has
ignored the moratorium vote, implements
the Senate resolution.

It may be inconvenient to permit the ARM
and MIRV programs to grind to a halt pend-
ing the outcpme of the SALT negotiations.
But no strategic necessity requires that they
go forward at this time, while every impera-
tive of arms contrp! demands that they be
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LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION

SPEECH OF

HON. E. F. SISK

OF CALIFORNTA
IN THE HOUSE OF RFPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday. July 29, 1970
The House in Commitied of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bifl (HR. 17654) to im-
prove the operation «f the legislative branch
of the Federal Government, and for othér
purposes. :

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentieman. has agan expired.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am seeking the at-
tenticn of the gentleman from Arizona.
or someone else who is a proponent of
this amendment.

Our only desire here is to seek clarifi-
cation, I zaid I have no great opposition.
I know there are times when motions
are made or a motiin is made to recom-
mit 2 matter with instructions where,
frankly, there is n:t very muech infor-
mation available, So I have certain
sympathies with what the gentleman
Proposes.

Now, as we explore the language needed
here, it goes seem io fit properly. If the
gentleman has befrre him the rules of
the House, rule XV1, clause 4, that he
attempts to amend—-—

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleran will yield, could
he give me the page number?

Mr. SISK. That would be found on
page 397 of Jefferson’s Manual, at the top
of the page, reading :

After the previous gquestion shall have been
ordered on the passape of a bill or Joint
resolution, one motion to resommit shall be
in order.

4And of course the peint I am making
here is that the previcus question ends
debate at that point.

Now, the only question I have. and I
am not trying to confuse the amendment,
but I am wondering if there should not be
some additional lang qage “except as pro-
vided herein,” because, as the gentleman
understands by the Rules of the House
once the previous question is ordered, de-
bate has been closed.

I will gladly yield to the gentleman for
a cominent on that.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I would defer to the gentleman
from Washington, Mr. MzEDS.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Caairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, actually this amend-
ment would not prevent the Committee
on Rules from adopiing a rule as they
have in the past, which makes the pre-
vious question in order. and which fol-
lows through the practice of the House,
then, true, the guestion of the previous
question is then voted and debate is then
cut off. What this amendment really
does is to signal the attention of the
Committee on Rules of the House of
Representatives thai. we want a mini-
mum of 10 minutes 0 debate a motion
to recommit with instructions, five min-
utes of that time to be given to the mover
of the motion, and five minutes of the

halted bef 1t 1s too late. ti j the o ts.
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untary quotas when overall steel import
tonnage was reduced as compared to
1968: alloy and to0l steel imports up 16
percent; stainless imports up 7.7 per-
cent; welded steel tubing imports up 3
percent. ‘ ‘
* This trend has accelerated in 1970.
According to an AISI—American Iron
& Steel Institute—announcement on
June 5 citing U.S. Commerce Depart-
ment reports: ‘ . o
A shift in the product mix of steel im-
ports has made welded pipe and tubing the
most heavily imported steel mill product of
19170.

. "'WSTI companies made the specialty
items in this category, such as welded
boiler tube, welded stainless pipe and
tubing and sophisticated types of me-
chanical tubing used in metalworking
industry. In 1968, 3,641 tons of welded
slloy pipe and tubing—most of which is
stainless—were imported. This jump to
0,682 tons in 1969 and during the first
4 months of 1970 accelerated to 3,713
tons, or an annual rate exceeding 10,000

Members in explaining the reasons
Tor thejr growing concern, point out that
alty tube mills are expensive. It is
uneconomical to byild and operate a
small mill since large tonnage production
is required to be practical, Domestic
manufacturers are capable of producing
and supplying the entire country’s needs,
with surplus available for export. Now,
with imports capturing a larger share of
the U.S. market and with export mar-
kets decreasing, domestic manufacturers
of speclalty tubing are beginning to ques-
tion seriously - whether their share of
foreign and domestic markets is sufi-
cient to support profitable operations.
Mr. Speaker, the pertinent Govern-
ment agencies involved should reexamine
the voluntary quota systems and their
effect on manufacturers of higher priced
specialty steel items.
—,—’*——
. WATER POLLUTION-—PART 1
" (Mr. KQCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.) )
Mr., KOCH. Mr, Speaker, we are all
deeply concerned about the pollution of
our water, but often feel powerless to do
anything about this contamination. In
the Borough of Manhattan we are an
island bounded by the Hudson and East
Rivers. Daily more than a billion gallons
of sewage and industrial waste are poured
‘into those rivers. Industrial users by the
hundreds throughout the State daily
pollute our waterways. The ordinary citi-
zen Teels frustrated but there is some-
thing that can be done. There is a litile
known but powerful Federal statute
known as the Refuse Act of 1899. The
statute provides that anyone discharging
refuse into navigable waters without a
- speclal dumping permit from the Army
Corps of Engineers is liable to the extent
of a fine of $500 to $2,500 for each day
of pollution and a jail sentence of from
80 days to 1 year. I have written to the
Army Corps of Engineers and have ascer-
tained that no such permits have been
issued. Since the inception of the New
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York State pure waters program of 1965,
the State department of health has kept
a list of such polluters. I have secured the
names of those polluters and have called
upon the U.S. attorneys in the southern
and eastern districts of New York,
covering the entire city of New York,
vigorously to prosecute those offenders.

In my affidavit filed with the U.S. at-
torneys, I named the 10 polluters doing
business in New York City who, as of
January 1970, were listed by the State
department of health as pollulers of
major importance. Moreover, they had
done the least to abate their pollution.
Since filing my affidavit, two of the firms
which I named have had final abate-
ment plans approved by the department
of health. ]

It is important to note that under the
Refuse Act of 1899 any citizen who pro-
vides the U.S. attorney’s office with in-
Tormation that leads to a conviction is
entitled to one-half of whatever fine may
bé set by the court. In the event I were
to be awarded part of such a fine, I
would, of course, turn it back to the city
and State of New York for use in clean-
ing up our waterways. I would hope that
Congressmen and individuals across the
country would call upon the U.S. attor-
feys in their districts to prosecute these
Industrial water polluters. For those in-
terested in having all of the material
pertinent to that law, Congressman
Hewnry REUss, of Wisconsin, Congress-
man MricHAEL HARRINGTON, of Massachu-
setts, and I have put together for our
constituents an environmental do it your-
self enforcement packet, I would be
pleased to provide any citizen with if.

ESSENTIALITY OF CONGRESSMEN
BECOMING KNOWLEDGEABLE OF
NUANCES OF MODERN WEAP-
ONRY AND STRATEGY

(Mr. HALL asked and was given per-

mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
related material,) . . .
_ Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, with the So-
viet Union’s recent builduyp in SS-9
ICBM’s capable of destroying Minute-
man missiles positioned in their silos,
and thereby reducing or destroying our
“second-strike” capability; with the Chi-
nese recent advancements in both hydro-~
gen nuclear weapons and delivery sys-
tems—they exploded their first hydrogen
bomb 3 years ago, June 17, 1967, and
orbited their first satellite on April 24,
1970, and with the extremely essential
SALT talks now in progress, it is most
essential that all Congressmen become
knowledgeable of the nuances of modern
weaponry and strategy. )
. We still live in a world of nations who,
as a matter of policy, are willing to re-
sort to force in order to achieve their
national goods and interests. As Con-
gressmen we must provide this country
with sufficient means whereby to resist
the attempts of others to impose their
interest over ours.

I, therefore include the following ar-
ticle which appeared in the June 20, 1970,
issue of Barrons, written by Dr. James D.
Atkinson, professor of government,
Georgetown University, a member of the

~
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National Strategy Committee of the
American Security Council, and a mem-
ber of the Brifish Institute for Strategic
Studies, in the Recorp for the benefit of
all: :

TIPPING THE BALANCE: WASHINGTON MUST

COUNTER GROWING NUCLEAR

MiIGHT

‘When former Secrefary of Defense McNa-
mara stated in September 1967 that the
United States would proceed with a “rela-
tively light and reliable Chinese-oriented
ABM system,” 1t might still have been pos-
gible to be moderately complacent about de-
fending America from elther a Soviet or a
Chinese Communist missile attack, In June
1970 any slightest cause for complacency has
vanished, although owur people are not yet
fully aware of the magnitude of the threat.
In short, the on-going pace of military-
technological innovation has become such
that a country which forecloses defensive op-
tions in the nuclear-missile age places itself
at the mercy of a country which is less
scrupulous in the build-up of both advanced
offensive and defensive weapons systems. And
the.Czechs are prepared to testify that mercy
is currently in short supply among the lead-
ers of the Soviet Union,

The pioneering study of the American Se-
curity Council entifled “The ABM and the
Changed Military Balance,” published in May
1969, was an excellent analysis of the grow-
Ing Soviet threat, It was a warning signal of
the necessity for a U.S. ballisti¢ missile de-
fense to prevent the Soviets from being
tempted into launching a surprise nuclear
strike on our country.

But although it pointed out that the So-
viet Union had already surpassed the United
States in overall strategic missile strength,
the Soviets have pressed even more strongly
since the publication of the American Secu-
rity Council study. Thus, for example, the
Soviet Union has test-flred double the num-
ber of strategic missiles compared to the
United States from November 1969 to April
1970. And, ironically, November was the
month in which SALT-—Strategic Arms Limi-
tations Talks—negotiations began between
the United States and the Soviet Union.

An even more convincing argument for

Moscow's

‘early deployment of the Safeguard ABM than

the number of test missiles fired is the de-
veloping qualitative factor. The splashdown
pattern—the technical terminology is the
“footprint’—of recent multiple test missiles
fired from the Soviet Union into the Pacific
Ocean was approximately 60 miles apart. And
our Minutemen missile silos are roughly 60
miles apart.

A convincing example of how the Soviets
have been running while the U.S. has been
standing still is given by the recent Report
of the House Armed Services Committee,
dated April 24 and released April 27, 1970,
The Report points out that “in the past five
Yyears the Soviets have increased their strate-
glc offensive missiles from around 300 to~
around 1,500 and have achieved a fourfold
increase in the megatonnage of their
strategic arsenal. The U.S., by contrast, is
proceeding on a strategic offensive force level
that was determined in the mid-1060s and
in which no essential change has been made
despite the change in the nature of the
threat. In the comparable time frame, the
U.S. has reduced its nuclear megatonnage by
more than 40%."”

The Report went on to state that “in con-
sidering these facts, 1t should be kept in
mind that the decision to make MIRV a
part of the U.S. Minuteman force was made
in the 1065-t0-1967 time iframe. Since this
step was considered appropriate and neces-
sary for U.S. security against the then-
projected threat, it should be apparent that
the continuation of MIRV and ABM pro-
grams are but the continuation of deploy~
ment for a deterrent policy formulated on & |
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global strategic threat of cohsiderably
smaller magnitude than that which now faces
us. Despite this, the U.B. has not taken any
further steps to increase its strategic offen-
sive force. There has not been an arms race;
the Soviets have been running at full speed
all by themselves.” .(Emphasis supplied.)
The Commitiee nlso gave the following
figures, which graphically illustrate the speecl
of the SBoviet sirategic arms build-up: “Five
yeors ago the Soviets had neither a depressed
irajectory mBM nor & Practions! Orbital
Bomhardmmt System. The Soviets have
ested both types of systems and could have
a,n operational version deployed. The U8,
has no such systems. Five years ago the So-
vieis had abhoui 25 submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles (SLBMs) on submarines. The
Soviets now have over 206 BLBMSs and in the
next two years could have over 400 to 500
SLBMs on Polaris-type submarines.”
Ominously, too, the Soviets now have 64
ballistic missile defense Jaunch vehicles ac-
tually deplayed around Moscow, and are test-

ing either a new ABM system or an advanced.

version of thelr present CGalosh ABM system.
By contrast, only two U.S. Safeguard ABM
sites have been authorlzed and—unless we
speed up our defense effort—these Safeguard
sites will not be operational before 1874-
19785,

Although the Chinese Communist threat
is presently a lower-risk one than the high-
risk threat -of-the Soviet Urtion, it gives us
no cause for complecency. The Chinese Com-
munists exploded their first H-bombd on
June 17, 1967. It was appsrently a sophis-
ticated implosion type inthe two-to-seven
megaton range. The complicated elecironic
triggering and measuring devices that wers
required in this and in cther Chinese tests
were 6 wariiny that the Chinese were much
further advanced in miiltary technology than
we had been led to believe. If any doubts
remained, they were resolved when, on April
24, 1970, the Chinesé Communists put their
first satellite vehicle Into orbit. It is note-
worthy that the Chinese Communist satellite
‘was heavier than either that of the United
States or the Soviet first-launch satellites, We
can expect, thierefare, that the Chinese will
have an ICBM capability well in advance of
previous estimates in the West.

The high-risk Soviet threat, and the jower-
risk but growing Chinese Commuunist threaf,
pose probiems to the survival of the United
States. The Sovicts quite soon, and the Chi-
nese Communists gt a later time phase, wiil
be able to held a nuclear pistol at Uncle

Sam’s head. No amount of wishful thinking.

will make these hard, unpleasant facts go
away. Those who still tive in a world of
dreams rather than the rcal world might well
ponder the words of Soviet Party leader
Brezhnev. On April 21, 1970, with the other
10 members of the Politburo ruling group
standing behind him, Brezhnev mede a high-
1y significant speech, “The Living and Triurr-
phant Cause of Lenin.” He said that nct only
would the Soviet Union move forward in the
present arms Luild-up, but that the potiey of
the USSR was to “equip our army with the
most up-to-date weapons.” In other words,
both gquantitatively and qualitatively, the
Soviet goal 1s to become the mightiest mili-
tary-technological power the world has ever
€21,

WwWith the rapid growth of the massive
megaton pay-load SS-9 Soviet ICBM (22
operational now, and 60 being built) snd I8
spproaching multiple independently target-
able capabiilty, if, indeed. this MIT capability
has not already been sachieved, the locust
vears of complacency are ended. This is rein-
forced by the fact that the Soviet Y-cless nu-
clear submarines, with Polaris-equivalent 16-
tube ballistic missile Jaunchers, are now
believed to be operating off our Atlantic coast,

Surely no American would argue that we
can put a price tag on the lives.of our peo~
ple. Yet this 15 what we shall do, if we ignore
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these threats. And, If we ignore the nuclear
war threat, such vexing problems as air pol-
Jution and other irritants of modern life
will have been solved for us. But the solution
will be in rather a different way than we
would like.

hie urgency of the threat indicates the fol-
lowing courses of sction for the common de-
fense and the protection of the people of the
United States:

1. The Safeguard ABM System. We should
move forward more vigorously to deploy this
iand-based system on a faster tlme phase
than presently contemplated. As we deploy
the system, we have a solld technological base
for refinement and increased reliability of
ballistic missile défense, and we reduce the
risk of nuclear war, a course of action on
which all Americans would surely agree.

2. Deployment cf a Sea-Bsased Missile De-
fense, A gea-based missile defense system
(Sabmis) would not replace the Safeguard
land-based system, but supplement it. The
two systems are not in competition, but are
complementary, since each would support
the other. As the then Chief of Naval Opera-
tions and now Chairman of the Joint Chiels
of Staff, Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, testificd
before the Senate Armed Services Committee
two years ago, the Safeguard and Sabmis
systems are mot competitive. He indicated,
instead, that deployment of both Safeguard
and Sabmis would -constitute a “defense in
depth mix” which “would be an eflective
combination to deal with future sophisti-
onted weapons that Soviet and Chinese tech-
nolegy will be able to produce.” Now, in 1970,
we can see that Admirasl Moorer’s 1968 ana-
1ysis was correct. Soviet and Chinese Com-
munist technology is providing them with
sophisticated weaponry.

A sea-based ABM would be a highly valua-
ble addition to the protection of the Ameri-
can people offered by the Safeguard ABM,
since it can be geographically positioned so
that Americe can ‘use the oceans to ofiset the
land mass sdvantages which the Soviet Union
especially possesseés, and which Communist
China has to a lesser extent over the United
States.

An additional advantage is that a sea-based
ABM defense would permit mid-course inter-
ception of missiles fired against the American
homeland. This is especially important with
reference to multiple wiarhead vehicles, since
interception early in flight would permit Kiil-
ing the maln vehicle before multiple war-
heads and/or peneration devices could sepa-
rate from the main body. It may also be envi-
stoned that knocking cut some of the war-
heads in a mid-course interception would
prevent overwhelming terminally-based de-
fense ABM sites by the simultaneous arrival
of several warheads.

We must be honest and admit that this
would be expensive. Bat what Englishman
would have refused to pay for alr defenses in
1937, if he had been fully informed of the
high-risk threat of air attack on Great Brit-
ain? In 1970 and beyond, the risk, as we
study the continuing Scviet technological ad-
vances in weapornry, will be far greater for
Americans than it was for Britcns before the
gecond World War. .

In 1937, too, Winston Churchill-—even
{hough he was a volce crying in the wilder-
ness—told the truth to the British people.
Who, in 1970, will give the hard but nuclear-
war-preventing facts to the American peoplie?
Above all, who will put a price tag on the
livos of the American people?

NUTMEG RAILROAD PROBLEMS

(Mr. MONAGAN ssked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MONAGAN Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent debacle of the Penn Central has
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emphasized the eritical °ta.te of public
transportation in the State of Connecti-
cut. The Cheshire Herald and Walling-
ford Post recently published a column
on this subject in which one of my con-
stituents, Mr. R. L. McLaughlin of
Cheshire, .Conn., graphically stated the
plight of the railroad customer who de-
sires to use a passenger train -in Con-
necticut today. .

I have assured Mr. McLaughlin of my
concurrence with him in his objective
and I stressed my support in the past
of Pederal legislation decicated to pro-
viding funds for the general improve-
ment of our transportation and the es-
tablishment of turbotrain and Metro-
liner runs.

The Penn Central crisis has served to
emphasize the predicament of our rail-
roads today and it is my earnest hope
that with this crisis freshly before us,
even though the current bankruptey has
complicated matters, all concerned with
this national problem w:ll concentrate
our efforts and work to bring about a
long-term revival of our rallways.

I am not now prepared to discuss in
depih the guestion of Federal assistance,
but certainly any help of whatever char-
acter that the Federal 'Government
might consider granting should be con-
ditioned on: first, the discovery and plac-
ing in office of competent and public-
minded executives; and  second, the
malntenance and expansion of adequate,
fast, clean, and reasonably priced rail-
road passenger service.

The column referred to. follows:

Prease, MR, MonaGanN

On this 800th anniversary of our sister
town of Wallingford, let e appeal pub-
lically to -our shared Congressman Monagan
to please, Sir, save the roilroad service at
Waliingford:

Every morning 20 to 30 people come out
of the Wallingford station—-an architectural
prize, by the way—and board the train at
7:35 for New Haven amd Grand Central Ter-
minal. There are no other stops. Actually
this is the old “eight o'cleck” out of New
Haven and in more colorful times past was
known as the “Bankers’ "—the fast express
to the city. It arrives in Grand Central at
9:25, & perfect train for a day’s business.

‘Through the long travail on the old “New
Hsaven’”, the Bankers’ usually reached the
city on time. The cars were dirty and jam-
packed and the ride was too rough for com-
fortable reading. But, bhasically, the thing
worked. To return to Wallingford you knew
you could leave Grand Central on the hour
every two hours. In other words, trains leit
at 2:00, 4:00. 6:00, 8:00 and :0:00. All stopped
at Wallingford.

THE TNCREDIBLE YEAR

Then the Penn-Central took:over and there
wes hope. Many of us thought passenger serv-
ice would improve., But lovk what has hap-
penad to that hope. Although the Bankers’
still atops at Wallingford in the morning and
sometimes reaches Grand Central on time,
only the 4:00 returns to Wallingford. Like it
or not, the Cheshire businessman must take
the 4:00. There is no rcal alternative. But
look what has happened even to this train.
Someone, somewhere down in the depths of
the railroad changed the Grand Central start-
ing time from 4:00 to 4:01. (What on earth
for, do you suppose!) But what is worse, it
no longer arrives at Wallingford at 6:06 in
the evening as 1t systemaiically did when
the much better New Haven ran it. Again,
someone, somewhere in the depths of the
railroad changed the arrival time to 6:14.
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prescribed by the Secretary pursuant to sec-
tion 1 of this Act, unless such instrument
or instruments in fact comply with such
regulations, k

’ PENALTIES

_BEc. 4, Any personi who willfully and know-

ingly violates section 8 of this Act shall be
fined no more than $1,000 for each such

.violation.

DEFINITIONS

gec. 5. As used in this Act— )

(1) The term “commerce’” mealid coms-
merce between any place in a State and any
place outside thereof, or between places in
the same State but through any place out-
stde thereof. - ' ’

(2) The term “State” includes the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and any possession of the United States.

(8) The term “motor vehicle” means any
vehicle driven or drawn by mechanical power
which is manufacturéd primarily for use on
the public streets, roads, or highways, except
any vehicle operated exclusively on a'rail or
rails. : )

(4) The term “bus” means any motor ve-
hicle designed to carry more than eight pas-
sengers. o '

(5) The term *truck’ means any motor
vehlcle designed to carry property inm fur-
therance of any business activity.

S —————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

. [Mr. MILLER of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

NATIONAL SERVICE ACT OF 1970

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) Is
recognized for 5 minutes. )

" Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I wish
tp discuss a bill which I have cospon-
sored, the National Service Act of 1970.
This bill is designed to avoid many of the
dangers of an all-volunteer army while

~ giving & young mian the option of serv-
-ing his country in a miflitary or civilian

capacity. -
Under the National Service Act of
1970, each young man would register at
age 17 with the local office of the Na-
tional Service Agency. At that time he
would be informed of the three alterna-
tives available to him when he turns 18.
First, he could volunteer immediately for
military service. Second, he could allow

- his name to be submitted for considera-

tion in the draft lottery for that year.
Third, he could volunteer for eclvilian
service. The first two options are the
same as under the present system, while
the third would enable those young men
who wish to do socially valuable civilian
work to do so in place of military

~ service.

A registrant who elects civilian service
may directly attempt to find a job with

- an eployer participating in the civilian

gervice program. Suitable employérs
would include Federal, State, and local
agencles, schools, nonprofit hospitals,
policg, and -Federal programs such as
VISTA, Peace Corps, and Teachers
Corps. A registrant unable to find a
qualified job on his own would enter
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the National Service Corps. The Corps
would directly operate Federal programs
in areas of social need such as reforesta-
tion or mass-produced housing for the

poor.

A Civilian Service Volunteer would be
required to remain in the position he has
selected for a perlod of time determined
to be the equivalent of 2 years of military
service. He would be paid a subsistence
wage, and his employer would pay the
difference between that wage and the
market wage for the job to the Federal
Government. This source of funds would
be used by the Federal Government to
offset the administrative costs of the
program, and to help meet the expenses
of the National Service Corps when it
functioned as the employer of last resort.
An 18-year-old who chose civilian serv-
ice could postpone actual service for up
to 4 years in order to obtain an educa-
tion or complete his training.

Ensactment of the National Service
Act of 1970 would be beneficial in several
respects. First, the flexibility of the pres-
ent system to expand draft calls rapidly
in times of national emergency would be
retained. Second, it would continue the
yolintary aspect of the present system
in which the majority of our military
personnel are citizen soldiers on short-
term duty. Third, because a force of pro-
fessional soldiers would not have to be
purchased at existing market prices, the
overall cost to the country would be low-
er than with an all-volunteer army.
Fourth, enactment of this bill would be

“an Indication that Congress considers

our civilian needs as pressing as our
military needs. Finally, the universality
of national service would emphasize that
all citizens have an obligation to serve
thelr country in some capaclty, not just
those unable to obtain educational or
occupational deferments. ~

+ -

RECORD VOTES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Brown) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, Mr, Speaker,
together with a bipartisan group of my
colleagues, I have today introduced leg-
islation under which a minimum of one-
tenth of the Members of the House could
compel a record vote on any amendment
to any bill debated by the House in the
Committee of the Whole House.

Few changes we might make in the
system would mean more than the power
of a responsible minority to compel a rec-
ord vote on controversial Issues. The
cornerstone of our American system is
responsible representation of the chang-
ing needs and desires of the people whose
will we assemble here to voice.

No procedural gimmick should be per-
mitted which denies to the people the
recorded judgment of each Member of
the House, especially on those issues
where a significant number of Members
feel responsibility to the electorate can-
not be effectuated without recordation.

Congress cannot command respect
without belng deserving of respect, and,

any of its procedures which tends to re-
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flect an attempt to aveld responsibility
causes 1t to appear to be less deserving
of respect.

For maity years I have been a strong
advocate of congressional reform. Con-
gress, and particularly the House of
Representatives as the voice of the
American people, must ke efficient, hard-
working, honest, responsible, well In-
formed, and responsive to those it gov-
erns. This requires among other things
a constant updating of its procedures
and rules.

Since coming to Congress, I have
fought for techmical changes to give
Congress better information onh and
greater control over the vast sprawling
Federal Government and the activities
of its 6 million employees and military
personnel. The concept of an Office of
Program Aanalysis and Evaluation in-
corporated in a bill T introduced when I
first came to the Congress in 1967 is in-
cluded in the bill reported by the Rules
Committee on May 12, as are many other
changes, but far from all those which
have been advocated by those of us who
have actively sought congressional re-
form these past several years.

Our first responsibility is to make the
American system work, and for my part
I shall pursue, one by one, if need be,
those changes which are indispensible to
that end.

The rule change I seek is necessary
because of technical procedures now in

. effect.

As my colleagues know, the most in-
formal but important debate on a bill
takes place in what is called the “Com-
mittee of the Whole House”’—the Whole
House considering a bill as would a com-~
mittee—a practice necessary to expedite
the work of such a large legislative body.
To save time, success. or failure of
amendments is determined by “teller”

“votes, a counting of “bodies” for or

against the measure but not a recording
of names, record votes being prohibited,
and for good reason. For example, should
each Member exercise his right to offer
one amendment to each bill, rollealls
alone would require over eight, 40-hour
weeks. But, teller votes were intended to
expedite the business of the House, not
to provide a means of escaping respon-
sibility.

When a bill comes before the House
it is often a package worked out by a
small number of senior Congressmen. To
change this package, two steps are nec-
essary. First, it must be amended in the
Committee of the Whole, without a re-
corded vote. If it passes in the Commit-
tee, it must be adopted in regular debate,
where a record vote can be taken., Prac-
tically speaking, unless an amendment is
approved in the Committee of the Whole,
there is no opportunity to offer it again
except through a “motion to recommit,”
the usage of this legislative tool being
severely limited.

This procedure can-—and has been—
misused.

., Too many times I haye seen impor-
tant amendments decided in Committee
of the Whole by too few voting Members
without further recourse being available,
whereas a recorded vole on the issue
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would: have prompted the presence and
commitment of all Members., It works
both ways; the result sometimes being
good and sometimes bad, but it still per-
mits a Congressman to avoid taking a
position on critically important votes.

For example, I can sympathize with
those who sought o clear cut expression
from each Member onh the amendraents
to restriet use of funds for military ac-
tivities which were proposed last month
during debate on the military procure-
ment authorization bill. Although the
substantive position I supported pre-
vailed, I think each one of my colleagues
who opposed the House action should
have had an opportunity to be so
recorded.

This procedure can—and must be—
changed.

If we are to “secure the blessings of
liberty to—our posterity,” as each Con-
gressman has pledged himself to do in
his oath of office, then Congress must
constantly operate out in the open wheve
the people can see how it works and
what it does, Every Congressman should
stand up and be counted on the issues—
even more so—we should be required io
sound off and be recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GoNzaLEz) is rec-
cgnized for 10 minuies.

[Mr. GONZALEZ addressed the House.s
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the genfle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. DExT) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

[Mr. DENT addressed the House. His
remearks will appear hereafter in the
ExtensionsojRemarks.]

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of tlie House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr, CoHELAN) s
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, as a
consistent proponent of the strategic
arms limitation, I was enconraged by the
article- in the Washington Post today
which reports on the progress of the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks—SALT.

According to the Post, an agreement
to ban deployment of the multiple war-
head missiles—MIRV-—is a definite pos-
sibility in the SALT negotiations.

As my colleagues are aware, I, alchg
with more than 100 Members of the
House, proposed to the President that we
halt testing and the development of
MIRV.. This news that a bilateral hait
is in the offing is weicomed.

It would be a significant gesture if the
administration would formally announce
a delay in further deployment of the land
based MIRV’s pending progress in the
SALT talks.

The military reports that testing of
the system is complete, therefore our
strategic posture is secure. However, I
consider delaying deployment a vital step
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for the reasons well known to the stu-
dents of this subject.

The verification of MIRV’s can only
be accomplished by on-site Inspection.
It is this problem that has caused the
arms limitation agreements to flounder.
Thus, if deployment is complete, the in-
spection issue could cause an agreement
to abort.

I take the floor today to urge the ad-
ministration to announce that it has
ordered the. cessation of the land based
MIRV deployment. I do this becsuse I
fear that the business-as-usual attitude
exhibited in the past by the Department
of Defense could jeopardize the SALT
talks.

There is another factor that should
be mentioned. If the reports of the SALT
talks—that ABM’s will be limited to
Washington, D.C., and Moscow—are true,
then the administration should report
to the American people what precau-
tions are being taken so that billloms of
doliars are not wasted in other areas of
the Safeguard ABM.

Personally, I am still eonvinced that
the ABM is unnecessary and will not
work as an entire system. However, if
there will be an ABM subject to a two-
site SALT limitation, I do not wish this
Nation’s assets further wasted on ABM
sites that will never be used.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I insert the
article, “Hope for MIRV Curb Rises at
Arms Talks” by Mr. Chalmers M. Rob-
erts that appeared in today's Washing-
ton Post. I commend the reading of this
article to my colleagues in the House:

Hore FOR MIRV CURB RISES AT ARMS TALKS
(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

For the first time there is now a rea! pos-
sibility that the strategic arms limitation
talks at Vienna will produce a Soviet-Ameri-
can agreement to prevent the otherwise in-
evitable massive deployment of multiple nu-
clear warheads known as MIRVs,

This would be coupled, perhaps as a second
stage of a SALT agreement, to an initial pact
to freeze at present levels the numbers of
rival misslles and to limit anti-missile (ABM)
defenses 1o the protection of Washington and
Moscow, as earlier reported by The Washing-
ton Post.

The MIRV part of the agreement would be
to halt further testing. That would be de-
signed to prevent emplacement of muitiple
warheads on Soviet missiles and”also to end
deployment, which is beginning this month,
of MIRV warheads on American Minuteman
3 missiles as well as on_the Poseidon missiles
due to be emplaced on nuclear submarines
beginning next January.

If this comprehensive package, which the
two nuelear superpowers are now approach-
ing, is eventually signed and sealed, it would
ve a substantia_l curb in the nuclear arms
race,

But there are many complex issues as yet
unresolved and a key decision remains to be
made by President Nixon and probably simi-
lar major declsions by the Soviet leadershin,

It is against this background of what is
in motlon at the secret Viénna conference
table, where the two sides met yesterday for
shelr 15th fortnal session, that the remnarks,
nlso yesterday, of Secretary of State Willtam
P. Rogers acquire meaning.

According to the State Department’s ver-
sion of what he said at a closed session of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Rogers de-
clared that “we have put forward proposals
dealing with all cffensive and defensive
strateglc weapons systems, including ABMs
and MIRVs. Our approach has been concrete

June 10, 1970

and comprehensive. The Soviets have also in-
dicated a preference for a comprehensive ap-
proach, but have not been ag concrete as we
in spelling out importait specifics.”

Rogers sald that “both sides have pre-
sented their respective positions and are now
engaged in a more detailed examination of
specific issues.” He credited the Soviets with
avolding “polemics even In recent meetings,”
a reference to meetings since Moscow de-
nounced the American action in Cambodia.

The Secretary couplied his hopeful view
with the diplomat's Lraciitional warning that
while “some common ground has emerged,”
there “are gtill important differences,” that
“we are in the early stages of exploring the
issues™” and that *it is already apparent that
hard negotiations remain.” He added that
“it is not clear yet what sort of an agreement
will result or when. Nevertheless, we continue
to be optimistic.”

The most hopeful timetable is for an
agreemsnt in principle on at least the initial
pact and perhaps also on the MIRV curb at;
the tirne SALT takes a summer recess, prob-
ably at the end of July. The talks are ex-
pected to resume in Helsinki next fall where,
it is hoped a formal tre«ty would be written.

While the Soviets have indicated less in-
terest in curbing MIRVs than has the United
States, the verification issue has been the
chief sticking point. Muscow has been ada-
mant in the opposition to cnsite inspection
and scientlsts say that unless one 1s within
a few feet of a warhead it is impossible, tech-
nically, to determine whether it has a MIRV
warhead. Hence the use of a MIRV test ban
as the way to control multiple warheads.

The belief is that Mr. Nixon would accept
this proposal if the ABM-launcher agree-
ments were reached though apparently he
has yet to make that decision. But a strong
clue to that possibility came on June 4 from
an unexpected source, John S. Foster, Jr.,
the Pentagon’s research chief who has been
a hard liner on arms ccntrol,

In the first such agiministration statement,
Foster said that “if MIRVs were to be elimi-
nated by an arms control agreement, the
Minuteman 3 and FPoseidon systems could
revert to a single warhesd configuration.”

A MIRV test ban, it is reasoned, would
prevent both reliability and increased accu-
racy tests and thus would greatly limit the
importance of multiple warheads. Whatever
the risk inherent in a test ban, to be checked
by Moscow and Wasghington by means located
outside Lhe othef’s territory, it would be
offset by the ABM-launcher agreement, it is
reasoned.

Foster also told the House committee that
the excavations for the first ABM site, at
Grand Forks, N.D, could be *“refllled with
dirt or if the foundations had been com-
pleted, they could either be abandoned or
ripped up.”

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.»

[Mr. SIKES rcmarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Remarks.]
e ———

THE AMERICAN ADAGE: OUT OF
SIGHT, . OUT COF MIND--THE
PLIGHT OF OUR AGED

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, recent
events have demonstrated the effective-
ness of serious mobilization among a
large, vocal, and informed segment of
our population. The fact that hundreds
of thousands of people came to Wash-
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is fair to say that Representative YATES
.confounded all the experts by coming
within a scant seven switched votes of
succeeding. Those of us who are con-
cerned about what the SST may do to
the environment—and to the economy—
owe a tremendous debt of gratitude to
S1p YaTtes. The House vote of 176 to 163
against the effort to strike funds for this
SST is extremely encouraging, and
augurs well for the amendment I am
submitting today.

Our chances of stopping the SST on-
slaught are brighter than they were Iast
year. The newly discovered environmen-
tal impact of the SST, including airport
noise, which is several times higher than
is now permitted at any airport in the
country, and upper atmospheric pollu-
tion, was documented by Russell Train,
Chalrman of the President’s Environ-
mental Quality Council, when he testi-
fled before our subcommittee the week
before last. This information was not
available to the Senate last year.

This time, Congress and the public are
much better attuned fo the problems of
pollution, and the serioushess of the
environmental crisis, than a year ago.

Some Senators have already shifted
positions on the SST because of these
environmental <concerns, and I have
spoken to several who have shifted thelr
positions. Considering the magnitude of
the SST's environmental impact, we
have an excellent fighting chance to stop
the SST appropriations.

Another major stumbling block to ap-
proval is the size of the fund request.
The $290 million requested this year is
three and a half times last year’s appro-
priation, and far and away the biggest
single year appropriation ever asked for
this project.

If granted, it will brjng the total al-
located for this environmental monster
1p to $1 billion.

At a time when theé need for budgetary
tringency is as great as any of us can

'emember, it is the height of folly to con-
inue funding a project whose ultimate
‘osts may eventually reach $4 billion and
vhose risk of failure is high.

It is perfectly clear that this whole
-roject is proceeding on a wing and a
wayer. Until the airport and sideline

olse are reduced, and until the threat-

“"!ned upper atmosphere pollution is un-

der control, the SST is not likely to fly
commercially

Eveni then, Mr. President, the Govern-
ment still would not have any business
stepping in where private investors fear
to tread.

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues
will not fall into the rhythm of continu-
ing funding for the SST just because we
have funded it for the past 7 years.
The SST was a mistake in 1963; it is an
outrage today. I look forward to a vigor-~
ous debate on the SST when H.R. 17755
reaches the Senate floor later this year.

———— R ——

8, 3898—INTRODUCTION OF PRICE
AND INCOME GUIDEPOST BILL

. Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President for
several years, the Joint Economic Com-
mittee has consistentlyl
stressed the need for this country to
adopt a price and income policy. As re-

ovedthdr Re
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cently as May 19, I reiterated on the
Senate floor the recommendation con-
tained in the committeg’s 1970 report
that the Council of Economic Advisers
should begin immediately to develop

price and income guideposts appropriate

to our present difficult economic situa-
tion. While the need for such guideposts
is particularly urgent at the present
moment, a price and income policy

.should not be only a transitory or oc-

casional response to crisis situations. A
price and income policy is a necessary
and vital component of & total economic
policy designed to yield full employment
without the sacrifice of reasonable price
stability. )

Everyone in the country is aware that
we have rising unemployment today, with
more than 1 million men out of work
than there were a year and a half ago,
as well as the worst inflation we have
suffered in 20 years.

What the proposal is designed to do is
to get inflation under control and to do so
in a way that will not provoke further
unemployment. )

In its 1970 report, the Joint Economic
Committee further recommended that—

The Council of Economic Advisers should
be given statutory authority and responsibil-

" ity for the annual recommendation of spe-

cific voluntary standards for price and income
behavior. Business and labor should be con-
sylted in the formulation of these standards,
and the recommended standards should be
transmitted to Congress as part of the Presi-
dent’s Economic Report.

Today I am introducing a bill which
would accomplish this cbjective. The bill
would amend the Employment Act of
1946 so as to require the President to
begin at once to develop price and in-
come guideposts, to transmit the first
such guideposts to Congress as soon as
reasonably possible, and in the future to
include such guideposts in the annual
Economic Report of the President. The
bill would require the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers to hold consultations with
business and labor, to make necessary
studies of productivity, prices and in-
comes, and then to make recommenda-
tions to the President regardmg the

guideposts.

The bill would further require that
whenever price or income behavior
threatens to violate the guideposts, the
President shall make such recommenda-
tions to the parties concerned as he
deems to be in the national interest.

A similar bill has already been intro-
duced in the House of Representa-
tives by my colleague on the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, Congressman HENRY
S. Reuss and has been reported favor-
ably by a Subcommittee of the House
Committee on Government Operations.

Wage-price guidelines are no panacea
for our problems. But they can help.
We are all aware that the economy is
presently in difficulty, that we are suf-
fering serious excesses of both inflation
and unemployment. The present exclu-
sive reliance on monetary and ‘fiscal
policy where, except for cuts in military
expenditures there is almost no room to
ma,neuver, offers little hope of extricat-
ﬁus from thls thoroughly unsatisf

aﬂtisﬁ‘cfg\o
tivity, wage and price changes during
the first quarter of this year clearly indi-
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cate that the hopes s0 often expressed by
the administration that “price increases
will soon begin to_ taper off” or that we
“have “turned the corner” against infla-
tion, are based more on wishful thinking
than on hard analysis.

Let me cite only the single fact that,
due to a combination 9f rapidly rising
wage costs and dechmng productivity,
unit labor costs rose at an annual rate of
8.4 percent in the first quarter. This is a
significant acceleration over the already
disturbing rate of increase in unit labor
costs during 1969. Whpn costs are in-
creasing at an accelerating rate, where is
the logic that points to a reduction in
the rate of price increase? Must we sit
back and await the further leap in un-
employment, the long period of strikes
and labor disputes, and the sharp decline
in profits which will be required to re-
‘store price stability?

I submit that it is unconscionable to ig-
nore a policy tool which, if vigorously
adopted, could -do much to reduce the
costs of restoring full employment and
economic stability.

The belief that the administration is
making a serious mistake if it perseveres
in its dogmatic determination to ignore
price and income policies is not limited to
partisan critics of the present adminis-
tration. My distinguished Republican
colleagues on the Joint Economic Com-
mittee have unanimously endorsed a
resolution calling on the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers to bring the force of in-
formed public opinion to bear on infla-
tionary price and wage decisions.

As I pointed out in my speech on May
19, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Arthur Burns, and the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development,
George Romney, have recently spoken
out in favor of an income policy. None of
these distinguished gentlemen would
have spoken out -the way they have if
they did not feel that the need was ur-
gent; that the time for new policy initia-
tives was long overdue. )

Concern with our present economic
situation is not limited to domestic ob-
servers. We have recently had two im-
portant reminders of the concern that.
other nations feel for the health of the
U.S. economy. Plerre-Paul Schweitzer,
managing director of the International
Monetary Fund, speaking to an interna-
tional conference in Geneva on May 19,
reminded us that:

Failure to bring U.8. inflation under con-
trol has imparted a serious inflationary im-
petus to the world economy at large. . . . It
is becoming increasingly clear that no coun-
try intent on restoring or maintaining finan-
clal stability can afford to dispense with any
Instrument which can properly serve that

end. In this context I would not exclude
incomes policy.

That is what I am talking about here,
Mr. President.

On May 26, the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development re-
leased its regular annual survey of the
economy. Though cauticusly worded, the
message which this document seeks to
impart is clear:

Progress towards price stability and an

layment might be

Omm m@%m@ge’} ?measuresgcould

be applied in support of continued use of
traditional demand management policies.
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These are conservative, traditional,
and classic economists, by and large, who
are usually reluctant to depart from the
classieal kind of analysis and to suggest
any new measure if those new measures
cannat have a convincing case macde for
them.

The final paragraph of the OECD re-
port again reminds us of the global im-
portance of a healthy U.S. economy:

Other countries have an important interest
in the ability of the United States to follow
a path’ of smooth development in conditions
of stahility. Not only would the emergence of
recessionary conditions in the United States
have a disruptive effect on their own econ-
omies. Equally important, a continued infia-
tionary trend of prices in the United States
would - undermine the possibility of price
stabllity in the rest of the world.

When our policies have become so in-
adequate that official international ob-
servers as well as gomestic political lead-
ers in both parties feel compelled to
speak -out in criticism and to urge new
approaches, it is time—and long past
time—for the administration to rethink
its dogmatic position. I hope that Con-
gress can act with all due speed on the
measure I am introducing today, but I
respectiully remind the President that
he need not wait for cohgressional ac-
tion in this matier. The consultations
with business and labor which must form
the foundation of an effective price and
incomes policy could begin today.

Let us not delay this matter any longer.
It is urgently needed.

It will not solve our probleins, as I have
said, and I do not mean to offer it as &
panaces, but it will help.

I send the bill t¢c the desk and ask that
it be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Graver). The bill will be received and
appropriately referred. .

The bill (8. 3898) to amend the Fm-
ployment Act of 1646 to bring to bear an
informed public opinion upon price and
income behavior which threatens na-
tional economic stability; introduced by
Mr. PrROXMIRE, wWas received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Conunit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

THE UNITED KINGDOM--T5TH NA-
TION TO RATIFY THE GENOCIDE
CONVENTION
Mr. PROXMIRY. Mr. President, yes-

terday, I addressed the Senate to discuss

again the imperative nature of this Na-

tion’s ratification of the Genocide Con-
vention, and I pointed out that many na-
tions had already ratified the convention.

I voted that as of September 1969, a total

of 74 nations have acceded to the con-

vention. .
Today, Mr. President, that total now

stands at 75, through the example set

by one of our staunchest allies the

United Kingdom.

On January 30, 1970, the United Na-
tions Office of Legal Affairs received the
United Kingdoms instrument of acces-
sion to the convention, the Parliament
having adopted iImplementing legislation
in March 196%.

The Genoc:

the most wiaeSHELALE BB NeTASe
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agreement with the exception of the U.N.
Charter itself, despite our own reluc-
tance, and despite the fact that this Na-
tion took the initiative and pioneered in
the fight for a genocide treaty in the
United Nations, under the leadership of
former President Harry 8 Truman.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
impressive list of nations which have
thus far adopted the convention, along
with the date of accession.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

LIST OF SIGNATORIES AND CONTRACTING PARTIES

Ratification,
accession,
notification of
State Signature suecession
Afghanistan Mar. 22, 1956
Albania. .. _.._...... 7 May 12,1956
Algeria_ ... ... ... ... - Oct. 31,1963
Argentina._ pe 5, 1356
Australia. _ July 8 1949
Austria.. _ Mar. 19, 1958
-Belgium__ ~Dec. 12 1949 Sept. 5, 1951
Bolwia_.__. R Dec. 11,1948
Brazil._ . .. .. ... . . ... do_...... April 15,1952
Bulgaria__ I July 21,1950
~"Dec. 30, 1948 Mar. 14 1956
Dec. 16, 1949 Aug. H, 1954
Cambodia. ... cvveeane oo Oct. 14,1950
Canada_....___ . 28, 1948 Sept. 3, 1952
Ceylon. . ...l Oct. 12,1950
Chile___ . . - . 11,1948 June 3, 1953
China.... R 20,1949 July 19,1951
. 12,1348 Oct. 27, 1959

do De
Dsnmark._.... Sept. 28, 1943 June 15, 1951
Dominican Repu - Dec. 111
Eevador. ... . ... ... ... do....... Dec. 21,1949
El Saivador. . CApr. 27,1949  Sept. 78, 1950
Ethiopia. . Dec. 11,1948 july 11,1949
Federal Repubhc of Germany ____________________ Nov. 24, 1954
Finland . R Dec. 18,1959
France. - Dec. 11,1948 Oct. 14,1950
Ghana Dec. 24, 1958
Gri - Dec. 29,1949 Dec. 8, 1954
o June 22,1949 Jan. 13,1950
Haiti Dec. 11,1948 Oct. 14,1950
- Apr. 22,1949 Mar. 5, 1952
_______________ Jan.  7,1952
“May 14,1949 Aug. 79,1949
. Nov. 29, 1943 Aug. 27,1959
Dec. 8 1943 Aug. 14,1956
brag. _ Jan, 20,1959
Israel Aug. 17,1943 Mar. 9, 1950
{taly_ _ June 41952
Jamaica Sep}. 73, 1968
Jordan - Apr. 3,1950
Laos. ___ e emeeeo..... Dec. 81950
Lebanon ... Dec. 30,1949 Dec. 17,1953
Liberia_ . _ . Dec. 11,1948 June 9,1950
Mexico . Dec, 14,1948 July 22,1952
Monaco. _ Mar. 30, 1950
Mongohia_ . ... .. ... ... Jan. 5, 1967
Morocco Jan. 24,1958
Nepal__. ... .. ... ... eeeme e oo Jan. 17,1969
Netherlan oo ... June 20,1966
New Zealan . Nov, 25, 1949
Nicaragua Jan. 29,1952
Norway_ _ “'Dec. 11,1948 July 22,1949
Pakistan____ .. .. ________ . .__.. .. do. . Oct. 12,1957
Panama__ .. ... . .._......... . 11,1950
Paraguay. ... ___.. __.
aru. 24,1960
Philippines... 7, 1950
land. . ___ 14, 1950
Republic of Korea 14,1950
Republic of Vietnar: i1, 1950
Romania 2, 1950
Saudi Arabia 13, 1950
pain. ___ 13, 1968
Sweden 27,1852
Syria_. 75, 1955
Tunisia I . 29,1956
Turkey.. ... ____  huly 31,1950
Ukrainian S.S.R_ _._.__ Dec. 18,1949 Nov. 15 1954
Union of Soviet Sociafist
Republics.. ... _ .. .. . ___. do.. ... May 3, 1954
United Arab Republic. . .. Dec. 12,1948 Feb. 8 1952
United Kimgdom._. ____ .. __________ _______. Jan. 30,1970
United States of America_ .. Dec. 11,1948
Upper Volta_. . F t. 14, 1965
Uruguay CDec. 11,1948 July 11 1967

May 28, 1970

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
unfinished business again be laid before
the Senate.

The PRESIDING
will be stated by title.

The Birr CLERE. H.R. 15628, to amend
the Foreign Military Sales Act.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

OFFICER. The bill

AMENDMENT OF INTERNATIONAL
TRAVEL ACT OF 1361, AS AMENDED

Mr. INOUYE., Mr. President, I ask the
Chair to lay before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives on
H.R. 14685.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRraveL) laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
14685) to amend the International Travel
Act of 1961, as amendded, in order to im-
prove the balance of payments by further
promoting trave] to the United States,
and for other purpose.:, and requesting a
conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. INOUYE. I move that the Senate
insist upon its amendment and agree to
the request of the House for a confer-
ence, and that the Chair be authorized
to appoint the conférces on the part of
the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr GraveL) appointed
Mr. MasNuson, Mr. InouYE, Mr. CANNON
Mr. ProuTy, and Mr. GoobdELL, conferee:

on thg pargf tge Senate.
AD ATION'S DANGERQUS

STRATEGIC AKMS POLICIES

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, la:
week in a symposiur on the arms rac
at the Massachuseits Institute of Tech
nology, I described the dangerous pat
being followed by the administration §
its strategic arms policies. I also pointe
out the wide gap beiween the Secretar
of Defense’s statements and the admir
istrations’ actions. The Secretary argue
that Safeguard “wouid give us anothe
year in which to pursue SALT without
ourselves exacerbating the arms control
environment.” Yet the Pentagon now has
confirmed that at least 18 of the first
squadron of Minuteman IIT missiles al-
ready are in place and that the multiple
warheads -on this missile squadron will
be operational by the end of June. The
introduction of MIRV 's—which some ob-
servers believe can be interpreted by the
Soviet Union as a first strike buildup—
obviously exacerbates the arms ‘control
environment.

At the same time, this deployment of
MIRV does bprecisely what Secretary
Laird said the administration would not
do. He stated that the administration
would not add to the offensive potential
of the United States during the SALT
talks this year in Vienna. But MIRV con-
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- The M’IRV deployment comes at a par-
ficularly unfortunate moment when the
Cambodian invasion and the Mid-East
crisis” have already alarmed those who
believe that the Vienna meetings offer
an opportunity to reverse the rising level
of nuclear armaments.

World leaders publicly have called on

the superpowers to recognize the overrid-
ing importance of arms limitations not
only for the United Stafes and the Soviet
Union but for all nations.
. United Nations Secretary General U
Thant has termed the SALT talks a “real
but perhaps fleeting opportunity for
agreement” and Lord Chalfont, the
eminent British Minister for Disarma-
ment, has described those discussions as
“arguably the most important interna-
tional mnegotiations of this centwry.”
Their measured declarations reflect a
concern that is shared by many of my
Senate colleagues.

‘We are at a critical and transitory mo-
ment in the history of the nuclear arms
race. Failure to achieve a halt in the
escalation now may lead to a qualita-
tively more dangerous round in the tech-
nology of the arms race and may elimi-
nate the possibility of meaningful arms
limitation for decades.

As I noted in my speech at MIT, there
is no support for the administration’s
contention that ABM and MIRV deploy-
ments are necessary at this time to as-
sure the maintenance of our second
strike deterrence. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the MIT speech be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, even
the Secretary admits that our Polaris
fleet is invulnerable now and will remain
go far at least 5 to 7 years. Thus, there
can be no justification for embarking on
costly, unnecessary and destabilizing
systems such as ABM or MIRV right on
the middle of the SALT talks.

8ince it is apparent that the adminis~

_tration is determined to disregard the
advice of the Senate—as it has done by
undertaking its Cambodian adventure
and by falling to respond to the sense
of the Senate Resolution 211, there re-
mains only one course of action: to use
our constitutional power of the purse
when the military procurement and con-
structmn bills come before us.

Exumir I
SenATOR KENNEDY URGES HALT TO ARMS RACE
X come here today at a time of deep moral
crisis. Many are dying-—Americans, Vietnam-
ese and now Cambodians—as we continue
our policy of supporting an unpopular re-
gime and an unjust cause. At home, the

‘revulsion against this policy has produced
the greatest division among our people in
this century. At Kent State, American troops
killed Ameriean students. On Wall Street,
American construction workers beat up
Amerlcan students and businessmen. Even
the tragic killings in Augusta, Georgia, can-
not be totally divorced from this mood of
tenslon and distrust that now pgrips the
nation,

But in this moment of dispair, a new
movement s growing, sparked by the young,
to awakeh the mnatlon’s consclence. Young
people have organized for peace. Here in
Cambridge, massive delegations have been

Without

o

aispatched to urge Congress to stop the war.
Over 15,000 telegrams have been sent to the
country’s highest leaders from this one city
alone.

Now it 1s clear to all that the nation’s
youth 1s in this fight to stay. You have al-
ready committed yourselves to participate in
the November elections. At Princeton and
elsewhere, students are planning to devote
two full weeks prior to the elections to
political campaigning.

Do not underestimaie the impect that has
been made. The Congress and perhaps the
Administration are beginning to listen. Take
this opportunity to tell them that halting
this dreadful war is not enough. We also
must bring a halt to the nuclear arms race,
or we may truly find ourselves in the war
which will end all wars. As Prestdent Ken-
nedy saild nearly ten years ago: “Every man,
woman and child lives under a nuclear sword
of Damocles hanging by the slenderest of
threads, capable of being cut at any mo-
ment by accident or miscalculation or by
madness. The weapons of war must be abol-
ished before they abolish us.”

Now, for the first time sinece the Cold War
began, there i{s a real opportunity to reduce
the threat of nuclear destruction through
arms control. Arms limitations are possible
because previous disparities in nuclear forces
have been greatly reduced and both super-
powers have more than enough weapons o
deter each other. On the other hand, two
emerging technical capabilities—multiple in~
dependently targeted reentry vehicles and
anti~ballistic-missile defenses—are creating
new dangers. Each side will, however, irra-
tionally, regard deployment of these weap-
ons systems by its adversary as decisively up-
setting the strategic arms balance and react
accordingly. The upward spiral of the arms
race will continue inexorably.

The present challenge is to halt this up-
ward spiral through arms limitations. Un-
fortunately, 1t now appears that the United
States 1s not going to meet this challenge.
It is true that both the President and the
Secretary of Defense have predicted that an
agreement will be reached at the Strategic
Arms Limitations Talks currently underway
in Vienna. But, though I hope it will be
otherwise, the Administration’s Cambodian
adventure may poison the atmosphere at
Vienna,.

Even more important, the Administration
1s directly undermining SALT by pressing for
the immediate deployment of the Safeguard
ABM system and MIRV--the very weapons
which the talks are meant to bar. And in his
two most recent strategic arms policy state-
ments, Secretary Laird presented a distorted
picture of the strategic balance which can
only panic and mislead the American people
into accepting an escalation of the arms race.

Secretary Laird warned that we are “at a
crossover point in the strategic balance,”
that the United States is on the verge of
becoming a second~rank nuclear power. This
is simply untrue. Although the Russlans do
have a slight lead over us in vulnerable land-
based missiles, we hold a commanding lead
in nuclear-armed submarines and bombers,
At the most, the Russlans are approaching
parity with the United States as a nuclear
power,

The Secretary said he was “concerned
about the momentum evident in the stra-
tegic programs of the Soviet Union.” But
the Soviet build-up may be tapering off. In~
telligence reports Indicate that more SS-9
rnissiles sites were constructed in 1965 than
in 1969. Indeed reports are now circulating
that the Russians have not constructed any
new SS-9 missile sites since last August. Sec=
retary Laird admitted on April 20th that if
the Russians remained “at thé operationally
deployed posture which exist today ., .. we
would have a tolerable situation.” I hope,
therefore that he will promptly confirm or
deny the reports regarding the absence of
any new SS-9 sites since August. -
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Mr. Lalrd also stated that, in contrast to
the Russians, we have maintained a neutral
position in our strateglc force level since
1965. This, too, is not true. The budget for
strategic forces indicates the increases during
those years: $6.8 billion in 1965; $3.1 billion
in 1969; and $9.6 billlon in 1970. In addition,
we announced as early as 1367 that we would
test, develop and deploy both ABM and MIRV
systems. And we carried out far more nuclear
tests in the five years since 1965 than in the
preceding 20 years, including 16 tests in the
first four months of 1970. Is this ‘“neutral
gear”?

Thus, the Secretary’s general analysis of
the present strategic programs and polictes
of the two superpowers is inaccurate. His
specific analysis of the need for immediate
deployment of Safeguard ABM and MIRV is
equally unpersuasive,

The Administration’s contention that we
must deploy Safeguard ABM to protect our
second-strike capabilities from Soviet attack
is specious on numerous ground. First, our
second-strike capability is protected even
without Safeguard by our Polaris submarines.
Secretary Laird conceded only this week
that he is “fully confident” that our Polaris
force “is invulnerable to surprise attack to-
day and should remain so for the next five
‘o seven years and hopefully longer.” In fact,
the technology which would render this de-
terrent ineffective is not even on the drawing
board yet.

It is true, as Secretary Laird stated, that
these submarines represent only 15 of our
nuclear weapons. But what the Secretary
somehow forgot to add is that this 15% is
easily sufficient to destroy the 50 largest cities
In the Soviet Union—TWICE.

Second, there are grave doubts that the
Safeguard could protect any of our land-
based Minuteman missiles under any cir-
cumstances. Many scientists belleve that the
Soviels already have Inexpensive penetration
alds which would sharply reduce the Safe-
guard’s effectiveness, Nobel laureate Hans
Bethe has described the many devices which
the Russians could use, ranging from simple
decoys which could fool our radars to atmos-
pheric nuclear explosions which could black
out our radar. Even more important, it now
appears that the Russians could almost cer-
tainly destroy the Safeguard’s Missile Site
Radars (MSR's) and thereby render the en-
tire defense system completely useless. The
MSR’s are relatively soft targets which are
difficult to protect from enemy missiles. Fur-
thermore, they are so expensive (as much as
$200 million for one radar and the associated
data processing equipment) that we cannot
simply employ & number of redundant radars
at each Minuteman base. In short, Safe-
guard’s most crucial link 1s its weakest link.

At recent hearings, Defense Department
officials conceded that the MSR’s expense
and vulnerability pose sericus problems, They
admitted the need for research into smaller
and cheaper redars which would be adequate
for less ambiticus “hard point” defense. But
they insist on pressing ahead with Safeguard
before the required research has been com-
pleted.

It is significant that the Administration
often referred to Safeguard Phase I as a
prototype system, to be tested and proved
out. President Nixon stated last year that “we
will take maximum advantage of the infor-
mation gathered from the initial deployment
in designing the later phases of the pro-
gram.,” But although the two Phase I sites
have neither been constiucted nor tested,
the Administration is now requesting six ad-
ditional sites for Phase II. It is asking the
Congress for a billion dollars to build im-
mediately a third site for the protection of
Minuteman and to plan for immediate con-
struction of five area defense sites. No longer
is ary mention made of “proving out” the
Phase I sites, despite the growing doubts
about the system’s feasibility.

“Third, assuming the Safeguard system can
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work, it is an unnecessarily expensive method
of assuring our second-strike ecapability,
Rathjens and York huve estimated that with
Safeguard it will cost $20-25 million for each
Minuteman missile protected. They point
out that we can buy new super-hardened
Minuteman missiles for about one-third that
cost. Indeed, the whole Polaris force cost; only
about twice as much as Safeguard Phase I.

Fourth, the Administration describes Safe-
guard as o light $11 billion system in re-
sponse to the current Soviet and Chinese
threats. But in fact it is an open-ended sys-
tem both in terms of cost and of impact on
the arms race. The whole tragic history of
weaponry suggests that it is only the furst
step toward a heavy ABM system which will
cost hundrads of billions of dollars and not
add in any way to our security.

It is sheer folly to assume that the Admin-
istration’s argument that Safeguard is simply
a measured response will be accepted at face
value by Soviet planners. We must remernber
that our response to the less than 100 ABM
lsunchers which the Russlans built arcund
Moscow is o plan for 5,000 more warheads in
our stockpile. Thus, the Russians’ ABM pro-
gram, rather than increasing their security
has produced a guantum leap in the arms
race and thereby reduced their security. Our
ABM will surely do the same. The excessive
apprehensions and burecaucratic politics thas
too often have determined our own defense
policies alsgo intrude on the Soviet decision-
making process. They are likely 10 respond to
Safeguard by bullding additional offensive
missiles. Indeed Safeguard is so expensive
that it will be far cheaper for the Russians
to build new missiles than it will be for us
to defend our missiles. Once the Soviets in-
crease their offensive power, we may counter
with more ABM sites, and §0 on and so on,
and so on. In the end we will have achieved
& new level of arms stockpiling without the
slightest increase to our security.

Fifth, Secretary Laird’s suggestion on
May 12th that immediate deployment of
Safeguard is desirable because it avoids the
necessity of adding to our offensive potential
during the SALT talks is complete double-
talk, We are adding to our offensive potential
right in the middle of SALT by deploying
MIRV.

Sixth, a final grisly point is that in the
long run there can be no successful ABM de-
fense to a Soviet missile attack. IJf the radar
works, the missiles fire and the warheads de-
stroy the incoming missiles high above the
atmosphere—all highly ¢uestionable supposl.-
tions—the radioactivity released will kill a
large portion of our popwlation within a gen-
eration.

In his most recent statements, Secretary
Laird did not spend much time on the Safe-
guard system as it relates to China. We can
be certain, however, that when the Adminis-
tration becomes desperate enough the “Chi-
nese threat” will be trotied out once again.
I would, therefore, like to address myself to
the Administration’s earlier arguments on
this point.

First, Secretary Laird’s contention in his
‘Pebruary posture statement that the credi-
®ility of our Asian commitments will be re-
duced as soon as China has any capacity to
inflict nuclear damage on this country is un-
persuasive. The Soviet Union has had such
a capacity for years, but, since we have re-
tained our powerful second-strike capabili~
ties, no one seriously doubts the credibllity
of our vital commitments in Europe, Latin
America and elsewhere.

In the posture statement, the Secretary
suggested vhat our deterreat might not be as
effective against China as it is against Rus.
sit because China has a raore rural popula-
tion, This agaln is nonsense. Two-thirds of
China's population is concentrated in only
about one-eighth of its area. Furthermore,
the Chinese have no effective fall-out shelters
ot defenses against our bombers. There can
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be no doubt that the United States, using
only its bomber forces (and thereby retaining
its deterrent agalnst Russia) could com-
pletely destroy the urban and rural popula-
tion of China. Even ten percent of our SAC
bomber forces can dellver more than 100,000
times as much explosive power as the Hiro-
shima holocaust. ’

It has also been suggested that the Chi-
nese Communists are so irrational that the
total destruction of their society would not
serve as a deterrent. This is parochialism
gone wild. Many eminent students of China
have made clear that the Chinese have re-
cently been extremely careful to avoid seri-
ous confrontations with major powers. China
seems to be as influenced as any nation by
the fear of nuclear destruction.

Second, it is completely unrealistic to pre~
dict, as has President Nixon, that Safeguard
would be “virtually infallible” against a Chi-
nese attack. The many failures of far less
complex weapons systems and the near
tragedy of Apollo 13 should caution us against
making any such rosy predictions. Further-
more, we must bear in mind that we will
never be able to test Safeguard under real
battle conditicns and that we will never
know how sophisticated the Chinese penetra-
tion alds are. NMothing could be more tragic
than if an American Administration pursued
a China policy which depended 1o any extent
whatsoever on an infallible missile defense
which was not infallible.

Finally, if we attempt to build an infial~
lible defense we must be prepared to protect
eech of our cities against the entire Chinese
missile force. Dr. Herbert York, Director of
Doefense Research and Engineering under
President Eisenhower, estimates that a rcally
serious Chinese-oriented ABM system would
reguire many thousands of U.S, ABM inter-
ceptors. Aside from the staggering cost of
such a system, we must consider what the
response of the Soviet Union would be. The
Russians would not simply rest secure in the
belief that this system was only aimed at
China. They would recognize that, as former
Secretary of Defenss McNamara himself
stated, “The danger in deploying [a] Chinese~
oriented ABM system is going to be that pres-
sures will develop to expand it into a heavy
Soviet- oriented ABM system.” The Rusalans
would unquestionably become nervous about
the effectiveness of thelr second-strike capa-
bilities and would begin & massive build-up
of offensive missiles.

This, whether we look at the Soviet threat
or at the Chinese threat, the Safeguard is a
dangerous and unnecessary weapons system.
And like so many weapons systems we have
built in the last two decades it 1s sure to cost
far more than the Pentagon estimates. Al-
ready, the Pentagon has admitted that a com-
plete twelve~site system will cost 10.7 bil-
lion dollars, which is 1.7 billion dollars more
thao originally estimated last August. The
ABM is a cost-overrun system before it even
gets off the drawing board.

Unfortunalely Safeguard is not the only
unnecessary system to which the Adminis-
tration has committed itself. It has also an-
nounced that it-plans to deploy MIRV’s, be-
ginning this June.

The development of MIRV is a classic ex-
ample of the lunacy of the arms race. The
original purpose ¢f MIRV was to counter a
massive Soviet ABM system. But this sys-~
tem was never bu:lt, We are therefore over-
reacting to a threat which never materialized
just as we did in the fifties and sixties. In-
stead of acting with a new realism, we are
simply repeating old mistakes.

There is no danger that our security will
be jeopardized if we fail to deploy MIRV now.
As Rathjens and Kistiakowsky have pointed
out: “There is little doubt that currently
designed U.S. MIRV’s could be deployed on a
time scale [which 18] short compared with
that required for deployment of any signifi-
cant Russian ABM defense. Accordingly there
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is no need for any MIRV deployment pend-
ing firm evidence that the USSR is beginning
the construction of such defenses.” We will
always be able to deploy MIRYV if that should
prove necessary. ’

Faced with the fact that the Soviets have
not built a massive ASM system, the Ad-
ministration has come up with a new justifi-
catlon for MIRV. MIRV is necessary “Be-
cause the rapidly growing Soviet strategic of-
fense forces could seriously threaten both
the U.5. Minuteman and strategic bomber
forces by the mid-70's.” Once again, this jus-
tification totally ignores our powerful Polaris
submarine force. Furthermore, if the threat
to our deterrent will not occur until the mid-
70's why is it necessary wo deploy MIRV this
June right in the middle of the SALT talks.
It is nonsense plain and simple when the Sec-
retary says that we have chosen ‘“4to defer
major new weapons decizions as long as pos-
sible pending developments in the Stratepic
Arms Limitation Talks.”

We can have a bilateral limitation on
MIRV. Of course, there it the problem of as-
suring that the Russians honor such a limi-
tation. The United States could not verify
whether Soviet missiles had multiple weapons
without a program of elaborate on-site in-
spection which the Russians are highly un-
likely to accept. The United States could,
however, verify whether the Russians were
testing MIRV’s. And the Russians could not
build a system accurate and reliable enough
for use as a first-strike weapon against the
United States without extensive testing,
Thus, the United States can verify whether
the Russians are going ahead with a program
that threatens our deterrent. If the Russians
do begin substantial testing, our strategic
posture will not be impaired, since we can,
if necessary, deploy our MIRV’s on very short
notiee.

A final argument made on behalf of im-
mediate deployment of MIRV and Safeguard
is that such deployment is necessary to give
us & bargaining counter in our hand at
Vienna, The illogic of this reasoning has
been amply exposed by many commentators.
As Shulman put it, “Te enter into [MIRV
and Safeguard] programs in order to have
something to bargain with or in order to
apply pressure upen the Russians, Is likely
to have an effect opposite to what is in-
tended The logical Soviet reaction to such
actions would be to queation our real inten-
tions, and to redouble their own military ef-
forts. If SALT proceeds over & long period,
as it may do, and if both sides argue the
need for continuing their build-up to im-
prove their bargaining advantage, the effect
of the SALT negotiations will be to leave us
worse off than if they had never begun. Ne-
gotiating about strategic weapons is not en-
tirely like a poker game--both sides can
loge.”

And I'm afrald that we «re going to lose
at this deadly game. By insisting on immedi-
ate deployment of Safeguard and MIRV the
Administration is undermining the SALT
talks. Even more important the Administra-
tion Is committing us to an unwise strategic
arms policy regardless of the outcome of the
SALT talks. The United States has an obii-
gation to follow a reasonable arms policy
whether SALT succeeds or 1tot. The ABM is
an unnecessary and unworkable system no
matter what happens in Vienna. And MIRV
is equally unnecessary until we see that the
Soviet Union has in fact embarked on a full-
scale ABM program.

The Administration’s action are subject-
ing this country to enormous risks. First,
there is the risk of spiraling arms costs which ~
will make it extremely difficult; for us to meet
our pressing domestic needs. At the present
time, the strategic forces budget of the
United States amounts to about $9 billlon
per year, excluding some rather large items
for warheads, research and development and
communications and intelligence activities,
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Nine billion dollars 1s more than twice what
the Nixon Administration agreed to spend
this ¥ear on. education. It is over seven times
mors than the Nixon Administration intends
to spend next year on erime reduction. But,
if we do not limit arms control expenditures
in the near future, it Is estimated that out-
lays for strafegle systems could double by
the mid-70’s. That means thai eighteen bil~
llon dollars a year In federal tax revenues
would become unavallable to meet domestic
needs, '

The second risk we take by unnecessary
deployment of Safeguard and MIRV is more
oniinous. The new bulld-up in the arms race
would increase the tenslons between the
United States and the Soviet Union. It would
reduce even further the possibility of Soviet-
American cooperation in the Middle East and
Boutheast Asia.

The third risk we take 1s equally sobering.
Large-scale deployment of MIRV by the
United States would so threaten the Russian’s
second-strike capabilities that they would
probably have to revert to a launch on warn-
ing system, an automatic response to ap-
parent nuclear attacks.

_In this regard it is important to emphasize
that MIRV carries different threats for the
Russians than for the United States. If the
Soviet Union were to deploy MIRV's, we
could begin to increase our nuclear forces
with confidence that in the interlm period our
submarine flest would be an invulnerable
_counterforce able to inflict unacceptable
damage to the Soviet TUnion, The BSoviet
Union, however, clearly lacks that flexibility,
since their present nuclear armed submarine
fleet Is a far less convincing deterrent. Thus,
they would be likely to return to a Launch
on Warning System.

To reestablish a situation where the world
is In jeopardy of a programmed response to
a blip on a radarscope is the height of irre-
sponsibility. It will have prought us to the
final absurdity in which an automatic re-
gponse by the machines created by man shall
determine the end of man. The United States
has sought to avold such a situation since the
early 1960’s, The Nixon Administration
should avold 1t now, : .

+In the United States, we know what our
weapons can do to-another country. And
we know that the same fate awalts us in a
nuelear confrontation. But, as-in some mad
chess game, the continued expansion of nu-
clear strength goes on. Men, thought ra-
tional, coolly, calculate and compare millions

. of deaths with millions of deaths, megatons
are matched agalnst megatons in earnest de-
bates over national security and overkills of
four to nine times the populations of a
country are discussed as though there is
some Sense to it all,

To be ralsed in this atmosphere, to have
the ability to destroy the world, and not to
treat this ability day and night as the first
matter to be solved among nations, goes
beyond the lUmits of the human mind. Can
sny soclety view the vislons and thoughts of
youth as radical or extreme, when the visions
and thoughts of men in power Include the
real possibility of final destruction?

There will have to be some other way for
nations in the last quarter of this century
to resolve the problems of the planet without
reliance on arsenals of obliteration. If the
world is to continue, 1t must not only control
nuclear weapons but eventually destroy them.
/The questions of when and how must be
"foremost in the minds of our national lead-
ers and not afterthoughts. That is why the
SALT talks—the first step toward nuclear
sanity—are so urgent and why It {s unthink-
able that the Administration has embarked
on a, course that may make meaningful
agreement lmpossible,

There 1s only one rational policy for the
United States to pursue. We must place a
freeze on the deployment of ABM and MIRV.
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If the Administration will not act rationally,
then the Congress must. And just as I have
supported the bipartisan efforts to stop the
madness in Indochina by cutting off funds,
so too, will I again help to lead the bipartisan
fight to stop the madness of the arms race by
cutting off funds. And I ask you to join me
in this fight. When you organize in your com-
munity, when you speak to your Congress-
men, do not just say “Stop the war.” Say
also, “Stop ABM, Stop MIRYV, Stop the Arms
Race.” '

STRUCTURAL DEFECTS IN THE C-5A

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have
learned today that preliminary findings
of the Scientific Advisory Board—SAB—
of the Air Force indicate that a com-
pletely new wing design may be needed
to correct the structural defects in the
C-5A. According to the current issue of
the Armed Forces Journal, unless a new
wing design in produced and retrofitted
on all existing aircraft, the Air Force
may refuse to accept further deliveries.

My understanding is that the Scientific
Advisory Board is not due to make its
final written report on the C-5A struc-
tural deficiencies until June 15, although
it has transmitted its preliminary find-
ings to the Air Force. Certainly we must
withhold judgment about the C-5A’s
technical performance until final report
of the Board is made. I wonder, however,
whether we can in good faith and good
conscience, approve any additional funds
for this program until doubts about its
technical performance ard most specifi-
cally its structural defects are completely
dispelled.

It will be recalled that wing cracks in
the C-5A have already been produced in
ground testing, and that, at best, correc-
tion of this defect will be costly and will
set the program back. What is now be-
coming apparent is that the defect is
much more fundamental and deeply
rooted than we had been previously led
to believe.

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to
therefore withhold not only their judg-
ment about the technical performance of
the C-5A, but also to withhold their ap-
proval of any further funding of .this
program until we are assured that the
plane will meet its specifications.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11:30 AM,,
MONDAY, JUNE 1, 1970

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if there
be no further business to come before the
Senate, I move, in accordance with the
previous order, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 11:30 a.m. on Mon-
day next. -

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2
o’clock and 16 minutes p.m.), the Senate
adjourned until Monday, June 1, 1970, at
11:30 a.m,

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the

‘Senate May 28, 1970:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Maurice J. Willlams, of West Virginia, to be
Deputy Administrator, Agency for Interna-
tional Development, vice Rutherford M.
Poats.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 28, 1970:
CABINET COMMITTEE ON OPPORTUNITIES FOR
SPANISH-SPEAKING PEOPLE

Martin G. Castillo, of California, to be
Chairman of the Cabinet;, Coonmittee on Op-~
portunities for Spanish-Speaking People.

U.S. AR YORCE

Ma}. Gen. James T. Sitewart, 486-14-3093
FR, Regular Air Force, to be agsigned to
positions of importance and responsibility
designated by the President, in the grade
of Meutenant general, under the provisions
of section 8066, title 10, of the United States
Code.

U.8S. ArRMY

The following-named officers to be placed
on the retired list, in grades indicated, under
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3962: ~

To be general

Gen. Frank Schaffer Besson, Jr., 579-52—
8234, Army of the United States (major gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

To be lieutenont general

Lt. Gen. Oren Eugene Hurlbut, 49044~
9251, Army of the United States (major gen~
eral, U.S. Army).

The following-named officer, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of section
3066, in grade as follows:

To be leutenant general

Maj. Gen, Richard Thomas Knowles, 340~
10-3134, Army of the United States (briga-
dier general, U.S., Army}).

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grade indicated, under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3442 and 3447:

To be brigadier general

Col, Frederick Charles Krause, 549-12-6572,
Army of the United States (lieutenant col-
onel, U.S. Army).

Col. William Johnston Maddox, Jr., 577-28—
8085, Army of the United States (lleutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Thomas Howard Tackaberry, 555-26~
9701, Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

col. John Terrell Carley, 426-78-1673, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Jack Wilson Hemingway, 462-12-6043,
U.8. Army.

Col. Conrad Leon Stansberry, 400-44--7980,
U.S. Army. .

Col. George Anthony Rebb, 873-18-6025,
U.8 Army.

Col. James McKinley Gibson, 010-12-8443,
U.8. Army. T ’

Col. Wilburn Clarence Weaver, 453-14-5443,
Army of the United States (lieutenant col-
onel, U.S. Army).

Col. Jeffrey Greenwood Smith, 257--30-82717, .
U.S. Army.

Col. John Haywood Morrison, Jr., 254-03—
9333, Army of the United States (lleutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Albert Ceorge Hume, 322-14-0581,
Army of the United States (lieutenant col-
onel, U.S. Army).

Col. Sidney Gritz, 717-09-0044, Army of the
United States (lleutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Arthur Siegman Hyman, 306-12-9482,
Army of the United iStates (Heutenant col-
onel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Gillesple Hill, Jr., 516-24-4439,
Army of the United States (lleutenant col-
onel, U.S. Army).

Col. Ernest Paul. Braucher, 330-10-3593,
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Army of the United States (licutenant col-
onel, U.8. Army).

Col. John Raymongd Plerce, Jr., 289-18-8319,
U.8. Army.

Col. Harry Herbert Hiestand, 418-16-0%55,
Army of the United States (lleutenant col-
onel, 0.8. Army).

* Col. Joseph Frederick Hughes Cutrona, 134—
07-0488, U.S. Army.

Col. Orlando Carl Fpp, 512--10-0894, U.S.
Army.

Col. Samuel Vaughan Wilson, 223--22--6784,
U.8, Army.

Col. Frank Earl Blazey, 464--26-2742, Army
of the United States (lleutenant colonel, U.S,
Army) .

Col. Olin Ear! Smith, 236-18-20086, Army of
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Tom Mercer Nicholson, 287-03-9753,
U.5. Army.

Col. Bates Cavanaugh Burnell, 561-54-2808,
Army of the United States (lieutenant col-
onel, U.8. Army).

Col. Louis John Schelter, Jr., 081-32-3007.
Army of ‘the United Svates (lieutenant colo~
nel, U.S. Army). }

Col. Homer Dugging Smith, Jr., 462-03--
8363, Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.8. Army).

Col. George Elmer Wear, 522-18-0670, .S
Army.

Col. Oliver Beirne Patton, 234-22-5699, 1J.8.
Army.

Col. Ronald James Fairfield, 330-18-3127,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo~
nel, US. Army).

Col. Fugene Michae: Lynch, 391-18-4571,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army),

Col. Winfield 8. Scott, 039-09-3623, Army
of the United States (lieutenunt colonel,
7.8, Army).

Col. Carter Weldon Clarke, Jr., 212-40-
4800, Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, 17.8, Army).

Col. James Alva Munson, 507-10-3990,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. Thomas Edward Fitzpatrick, Jr., 032
05-0115, Army of the United Stutes (Heu-
tenant colonel, U.8. Army).

Col. Richard Edward McConnell, 092-12—
8607, Army of the United States (major,
.8, Army), :

Col. Carroll Edward Adams, Jr., 035--14-
1876, Army of the United States (lieutensnt
colonel, U.8. Army).

Col. Patrick William Powers, b561-54-7517,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. Danijel Vance, Jr., 386-18-6003, Army
of the United States (major, U.S. Army).

Col. Albion Williamson Knight, Jr., 2€5-
204468, Army of the United States (lieu-
tenant colonel, U.S. Army),

Col. Max Etkin, 502-05-9249, Army of the

Unilted States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army),

Col. Dean Van Lydegraf, 544-12- 6995, U.8.
Army.

Col. Alton Gustav Post, 473-16-2488, Army
of vhe United States {lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

‘Col. Richard Wesley Swenson, 285-18-8334,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, US. Army).

Col. Edward Francis Gudgel, Jr., 403-22--
8571, Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U8. Army).

Col. Raymond Oscar Miller, 420-52-5558,
Army of the United States (lieutenant calo-
=], U.S. Army).

Col. John Benedict Desmond, 021-14-6964
.8, Army.

Cal. Richard Gregory Fazakerley, 553-22-
)62, Army of the United States (major,
J3. Army).

Col. Joseph Corbett McDonough, 145-18—
1675, Army of the United Stateg (lieutenant
colonel, U8, Army) .

Col. John William Vessey, Jr., 703-07-1974,
Army of the United States (Heutenant colos
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. John Ember Sterling, 521-22-2777T,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army),

Col. John Crouse Burney, Jr., 025-14-8721,
Army of the United States {major, U.S.
Arniy).

Col. George Bernard Fink, 521-28-7313,
Army of the United States (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. John Alan Hoefling, 396-38-0355,
Army of the United States (licutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Joseph Charles Kiefe, Jr., 144-18-
5500, Army of the United States (major,
U.8. Army).

Col. Robert Haldane, 131-14-7236, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Donn Albert Starry, 510-22-2130,
Army of the United States (major, 7.8,
Army). .

Col. Elmer Raymond Ochs, 322--20-3690,
Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

Col. Hal Edward Hallgren, 361-12-7064,
Army of the United States (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. Andrew John Gatsis, 224-52-6620,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. Rutledge Parker Hagzzard, 421-22-
2258, Army of the United States (lleutenant
colonel, U.8. Army).

Col. Lynn Wood Hoskins, Jr., 408-22-8027,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Louls Joseph Prost, 272-14-7202, Army
01 the United States (lieutenant colonel,
US. Army).

Col. Henry Hermann Bolz, Jr,, 339-12-9183,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Edward Stannard, 720-18--0673,

rmy of the United States (major, U.S.
Army). ’

Col. Stan Leon McClellan, 562-24--6033,
Army of the United Stateg (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army),

Col. Louis Rachmeler, 562-54-9072, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. John Garnett Waggener, 490-44-8300,
Army of the United Sta'es (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army). )

Col. Thomas Willatd Bowen, 431-26-2155,
Army of the United States (Heutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army). .

Col. Charles Ralph Bushong, 535-14-8703.
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Scholto Wieringa, Jr., 150-12—
9131, Army of the United States (leutenant
colonel, U.8. Army),

Col. S8amuel Grady Cockerham, 425-34-
0437, Army of the United States {lieutenant
coionel, U.8. Army).

Col. Charles Dwelle Daniel, Jr., 260-60—
1991, Army of the United States (lleutenant
colonel, U.8. Army).

Col. Wallace Keith Wittwer, 541-16-6670,
Army of the Uiited States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U8, Army).

ol John David Lewis, 074-16-9221, Army
of the United States (lleutenant colonel,
.8, Army). '

Col. Paul Eugene Smith, 350-18-7158,
Arimy of the United States (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.B. Army).

Col. Robert Willoughby Williams, 577-28~
6265, Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S, Army) .

Jol. Robert Gilbbins Gard, Jr., 449-36-
3971, Army of the United Stajes (major,
U.8, Army).

Col. Edward Charles” Meyer, 205-18-3616,
Army of the United States {major, U.S.
Army).
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Col. Joseph Key Bratton, 472-24-0434
Army of the United
Armyj. N

Col. Alfred Bradford Hale, 093-22-4582,
Army of the United Htates (major, US.
Army).

To be brigadier genercl, Women’s Army

Corps

Col. Elizabeth Paschel Holsington, 167-

18-6373, U.S. Army.

The following-named officers for tempo-
rary appointment in the Armny of the United
States to the grades indicated under the
provisions of title 10, Tnited States Code,
sections 3442 and 3447:

To be major general. Medical Corps

Brig. Gen. Spurgeon Har( Neel, Jr., 415
09-2779, Army of the United States (colonel,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army;.

Brig Gen. Colin Francis Vorder Bruegge,
410-64-01788, Army of the United. States
(colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Carl Wilscn Hughes, 490-292-
3522, Army of the United States (colonel,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army:.

To be brigadier generul, Medical Corps

Col. Robert Morris Hardaway III, 586-60-
4321, Medical Corps, U.S. Army.

Col. Edward Henry Vogel, Jr., 453-16-
5528, Medical Corps, U.S. Army.

Col. Robert Bernstein, 086-18-8814, Medi-
cal Corps, U.S. Army.

To be brigadier general, Army Nurse Corps

Col. Anna Mae McCabe Hays, 204-01-1015,
Army Nurse Corps, U.S. Arnay.

The following-named ofticers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3284 and 3306:

To be brigadier generai, Medical Corps

Maj. Gen. James Arista Wier, 400-54-14173,
Army of the United States {colonel, Medical
Corps, U.S. Army). ’

Brig. Gen. Colin Francis Vorder Bruegge,
410-64-0788, Army of the United States
(colonel, Medical Corps, U.8. Army).

Brig. Gen. Thomas Joseph Whelan, Jr.,
026-18-7748, Army of the United States
(colonel, Medical Corps, U.5. Army).

The following-named officers for tempo-
rary appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grade indicaled under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3442 and 3447:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Daniel Arthur Raymond, 081--
32-3762, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.5. Army).

Brig. Gen. Willlam Alden Burke, 4468-01--
6906, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Robert Davig Terry, 303-18-
8547, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army). '

Brig. Gen. Willlam Edgar Shedd II1, 579--
52-8246, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army). ) .

Brig. Gen. George Samuel Blanchard, 579-
14-7196, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Charles Wolcott Ryder, Jr., 031
800381, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Winant Sidle, 118-10-9740,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Willilam Russel Kraft, Jr., 126—
12-7279, Army of the Unit«d States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Elmer Parker Yates, 224-52-
8485, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Donnelly Patl Bolton, 334-09-
9687, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.8. Army).

states  (major, U.S.
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country in the hope of expediting action
on 8. 30, the Organized Crime Control
Act of 1969. Today, I would like to call
your attention to & revealing article in
the May 1870, issue of Reader’s Digest,
by an assoclate editor of that magazine,
concerning one of the longtime powers
behind the scenes in the Mafia—a
“prince of plunder” as he is called by the
magazine. Mr. William Schulz, the au-
thor, describes the rise to great power
and wealth of Meyer Lansky. From
smalltime thief on the New York City’s
Lower East Side, to operator of illegal

distilleries during the depression, to na- -

tionwide gambling operations, to Mafia-
related kingpin—this is the chronology

of events listed by Mr. Schulg in the biog- -

raphy of a bigtime racketeer. The au-
thor describes in some detail how Lansky
and his cohorts “skimmed” millions in
unreported gambling earnings off the top
of income reported to the Government
and how this money was sanitized by de-
posit in Swiss bank accounts and thence
back into legitimate businesses in the
United States. Mr, Schulz also indirectly
suggests that the Mafla may have quite
an extensive intelligence operation even
in the Federal Government. He gives as
an example a top secret report on Mafia

operations which several years ago,

traveled from the Attorney General’s of-
fice to the councils of the Mafia in less
than 72 hours. According to Mr. Schulz,
no explanation has ever been found for
thisleak of information.

Mr. Speaker, in order that my fellow
Members of the House and the American
public might better realize the full extent
of the dangers to our society which S. 30,
now pending before the House Judiciary
Committee, is designed to combat, I in-
clude Mr. Schulz’ article in the Recorp
at this point:

THE SHOCKING SUCCESS STORY
‘ " EnNBMY No. 1
R (By Willlam Schulz)

“A perfect gentleman,” says a wealthy
neighbor at the posh Seasons South, an
oceanfront high-rise in Miami "Beach. “aA
quiet guy with simple tastes,” observes a

oF PusrIc

" long-time associate. A ‘“retired investor,” he

says ‘0f himself on his tax forms.

And 67-year-old Meyer Lansky acts the
part. A slightly bullt man with thinning
gray halr and a pinched face, he dresses con-
servatively in custom-made suits. He lives
quietly with his second wife, shuns night
life, tips modestly. He drives a rented Chev-
rovlet, and his idea of fun is g lelsurely walk
along the Miami beach front, his miniature
Tibetan Shib Tzv dog, “Bruiser,” at his heels.

But there s another side to Meyer Lansky.
To a veteran New York prosecutor he 18 a
“ruthless mobster whose brains and guile
have made him a major underworld figure
since the Roaring Twentles.” To The Wall
Street Journael he Is a financial genlus who
“has shaped the organized crime syndicate
into a well-disciplined operation.” And to a
leading government Mafla expert he is Pub-
lic Enemy No. 1.

Government authorities put Lansky’s
wealth at more than $100 million, almost
none of it in his own name. His holdings
include gambling casinos from the Carlb-
bean to the Middle East, New York clothiers,
New England race tracks, Miami hotels—and
millions upon millions in foreign banks and
U.S. stocks. .

’ BUGS AND MEYER

Born Maler Suchowljansky in Grdono, Po-
land, Lansky immigrated to Brooklyn at the
age of nine. He dropped out of school after

finishing eighth grade (he earned A's and
B’s on his report card), and joined a gang of
thieves on Manhattan’s Lower BEast Side, He
graduated quickly to the big time, and in
the late 1920s, during Prohibition, hooked
up with another young hood, Bugsy Siegel, to
form the Bugs and Meyer Mob. Their gun-
men guarded 1llicit booze shipments between
Chicago and the East Coast. They were part-
ners—with Joe Adonis and Frank Costello,
rigsing stars in the Mafla—In at least three
illegal distilleries. Their criminal interests

grew to Include casinos, narcotics, and a na-

tionwide bookle network.

During the early 1930s, La Cosa Nostra
(LCN), or the Mafia, formed a “Commission”
to bring its warring factions under a. su-

But his gower was such that he became an
ex-offipfo member of the commission. His
finap€ial genius was eagerly sought by
LCHX big shots. They, in turn, allowed him
tgexpand his empire. 3
Working with an outsider is one thing.
rusting him is another. Always, LCN kept a
tehbird” with Lansky, just to make sure
tijt his split with them was honest. For
years, the Lansky watcher was Joe
a capo (captain) in the “family” of

56, the job was taken over by
Blue Eyes) Alo, another
emains one of Lansky’s

Lansky was a very rich man
World War II. He and his broth
24-hour-a-day casinos in Florida’s

Broward, County, north of Miami.\\His
gambling dens and lotteries boomed in
York, New Jersey and Louislana. In L
Vegas, Lansky was bullding a multi-million-
dollar casino, the Flamingo, to be run by
Bugsy Slegel.

‘The early 1950s brought a temporary set-
back. U.S. Senate crime-busters led by Ten-
nessee’s Sen. Estes Kefauver, exposed the
dimensions of Lansky-financed corruption
in Florida and New York. The Broward
County casinos were shuttered, and Lansky
received the only jall term of his long crimi-
nal career—three months for operating the
plush Arrowhead Inn., an illegal gambling
emporium in Saratoga, N.Y.

But, in 1952, Fulgencio Batista, back in

-power as dictator of Cuba after several years

in Florida exile, had laws passed giving Lan-
sky and his associates a complete monopoly
on Cuban gambling. The purpose; to con-
vert Havana into a gilttering mecca for U.8.
tourists. After Batista was overthrown in
1959, the mob tried to work out an ‘‘under-
standing” with Castro. But the end came, a
Lansky intimate has disclosed, when Che
Guevara sent his gun-toting men into the
casino counting rooms to make sure that
the regime was getting an honest tally on
the taxes due. Lansky & Co. thereupon fell
back to Nevada, where the counting rooms
were, In the words of one operator, “sacred,
inviolate,” - off limits to tax collectors and
government agents.

In Las Vegas, the Lansky Group—Lansky,
a few associates and front men-—controlled
at least four major casinos: the Flamingo,
the Fremont, the Horseshoe and the Sands,
Three times a day, at the end of each elght-
hour shift, the casino chiefs totted up their
winnings. Government sauthorities cheer-
fully took their word on what taxzes they
had coming. Thus, the stage was set for a
killing.

In 1960, the Lansky Group began a process
known as 'skimming.” The FBI discovered
what was going on when agents bugged the
Fremont Hotel in 1962. In each casino, huige
sums of money—as much as $280,000 a
month—were simply lopped off the top of the
winnings. No taxes, state or federal, were paid
on the skim. It just vanished from the
counting rooms, carried by teams of bagmen
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to Lansky in Miami. Lansky kept the lion's
share—approximately 60 percent. e rest
was delivered to New Jersey’s Gerardo (Jerry)
Catena, a capo in the Genovese family, which
has long shared racket profits with the
Lansky Group.

Week after week, FBI agents pleced to-
gether details. On January 6, 1963, for in-
stance, they listened as two members of the
Lansky Group, Edward Levinson and Ed
Torres, discussed the delivery of $115,650 to
the boss. Worrled that G-men were talling
Benjamin Sigelbaum, a long-time Lansky
aide, Levinson suggested that the money be
carried by someone else—Ida Devine, the
matronly wife of Las Vegas racketeer Irving
(Niggy) Devine, another Lansky associate.

Torres: You want to give Ida the money?

Levinson: She'll go down on the train.

Torres: She'll never leave the stateroom. So
glve 1t to her.

Levinson: I'll call her tomorrow.

Torres: Safe as could be.

On January 8, Ida Devine packed the
money in a black bag and left for Chicago,
where she switched trains and continued on
to Mjami, She delivered the package and re-
turned to Nevada—all under ‘the watchful
eye of federal agents. O

By the middle of 1963, Attorney General
Robert Kennedy was waglng all-out war on
the skimmers. Courlers were tafled, tax agents
pored through casino records. With the heat
on, the Lansky Group sold out its Las Vegas
hotels and turned its attention to the sunny
Bahamas. Legalized casinios opened there in
1964. Whereupon, month after month,
courlers carried suitcases stuffed with illegal
skim across Florida Strait to Lansky and his
cohorts.

A government investigation of Lansky’s
Bahamian interests alerted authorities to his
atest sleight of hand, by which “black

ney” was transformed into legitimate capi-
through the use of Swiss banks. An ex-

workey. “Let’s say,” sald Slgelbaum, “that
Mr. X puts a big sum in & numbered account
in Switzjrland, then wants to invest it in the

The sajne scheme, completely legal in
Switzerlajid, shielded members of the Lansky
Group wlien their deposits served as collateral

. The records show only that the
came from a Swiss bank. What isn’t
n 1s the Lansky skim that made the

DELEGATE THE DIRTY WORK

It has been more than three decades since
Lansky helped create the national crime
syndicate. Of the mob’s founding fathers,
he alone survives. The others-—from Frank
Costello and Joe Adonis to Louis (Lepke)
Buchalter and Bugsy Siegel—have been mur-
dered, toppled from power, jailed or deported.
How has this frail little refugee shown such
remarkable staying power? Here are some
clues:

Despite his carefully nurtured image of
peaceful legltimacy, Lansky is by nature as
violent as any LCN terrorist. But he learned
early to delegate the dirty work to others.
In 1928, for instance, he attempted the
liquidation of John Barrett, an underling he
believed to be a police informer. The unsus-
pecting Barrett was taken for a ride, and
Lansky opened fire at point-blank range. He
succeded only in grazing Barrett, who dived
from the car and was found by police.
Charged with “suspicion of homicide,” Lan-
sky arranged for the delivery to Barrett's
hospital room of a roast chicken stuffed with
strychnine. Barrett, who tossed the polsoned*
fowl out the window, got the message. He
refused to testify, and lLansky walked out
of jail a free man,
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From that day on, Lansky left the sirong-
arm tdctics to trusted lieutenants. In 931,
his hired gunmen mowed down the No. 1
Mafia ‘boss, Salvatore Maranzaneo, enavling
the Young Turks-—-include Lansky and
Lucky Luciano—to consolidate national
control of the rackets. In 1947, Lansky's
“hit-men” executed his long-time paruner,
Bugsy Biegel, less than 24 hours after the
two had argued violently about Stegel's man-
agement of the Flamingo.

COURTING POLITICIANS

In Nevada, the casino skimmers shelled
out ‘“‘campaign contributions” to political
candidates and to officeholders, to big shots
and to small fry. On November 9, 1962, Ed
Levinson, of the Lansky Group, sat down
with an aide in the bugged Fremont Hotel
to fix the amounts of some of their contribu-
tions: $1,000 to Sen. Alan Bible, $500 to Rep.
Walter 8. Baring, $500 to the mayor of Las
Vegas, $5600 to a candidate for lieutenant
governor, $300 to a legislative hopeful, $300
to a county commissioner, $200 to a candi-
date for justice of the peace.

Other casinos mede similar contributions.
One hotel reportedly poured $20,000 ino the
campeign coffers of then Gov. Grant
Sawyer—who later echoed Sen. Howard Can-
non’s denunciation of the FBI's “Gestapo-
like” bugging of the skimmers. Cannon aven
went to President Johnson to protest the
bugging. Asked recently if he received cam-
paign contributions from Levinson and other
casino operators, Cannon sald he could not
recall, but would be “disappointed” if he had
not,

WINGED DOCUMENTS

Lansky apparently has allles in msany
places. On April 24, 1963, the FBI delivered
a top-secret report on the Las Vegas skim-
mers to the office of Attorney General Ken-
nedy. Based on electronic survelllance, it
spelled out the theft of millions of dollars.

On April 27, agents lstening to the Fre-
mont bug were astounded to hear Levinson
and Devine leafing through the FBI report,
page by page, reading It aloud. Levinscen ex-
clalmed, “My God, Niggy, they even know
about Ida.”

Government officials have still not deter-
mined how the report traveled from Ken-
nedy’s .office to the skimmers in less than 72
hours. But this was not the only such hap-
pening. On August 23, 1963, Ben Sigelbaum
walked into the plush Milami offices of at-
torney Alvin 1. Malnlk, one of Iansky's
trusted money-movers. “Greetings and sal-
utations,” he said, tessing a document on
Malnik’s desk. “This is from the Justice De-
partment.”

Indeed it was—a top-secret report that
Jeopardized the identity of a key government
informer.

Lansky himself has dropped an cccasional
hint about his influence. Once he bragged of
arranging the transfer of a federal investi-
gator “who was giving me a bad time”

SIKENT INSULATORS

Lansky’s greatest protection is undoubtedly
The Group—the trusted associates who zur-
round and insulate him, who hold his prop-
erty in their names, carry his millions to
secret Bwiss banks, and who balance his hooks
at the Eden Roc hotel’s Cabana 169, Among
them are such men as Hyman Siegel and Isi-
dore Blumenfleld. Siegel, 65, a heavy-fisted,
third-grade dropout whose criminal record
dates back to the 1920s, oversees Lansky’s
investments in the New York garmen: dis-
trict and his interests In a number, of crocked
unions. Blumenfield, allas Izzy Bloom, tlias
Kid Cann, long-time Minneapolis gambling
boss, has been convicted of white slavery,
tax-evasion and bootlegging, He fronts for
Lansky in at least four Miaml Beach hotels—
the Singapore, the Aztec, the Kimberly and
the Hawallan Isle.

In recent vears, Lansky has pumped new
blood into The Group. Alvin Mainik is an
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example. Recruited out of the University of
Miami Law School, Malnik is known to his
neighbcrs as a successful young attorney, in-

.vestor and scclalit2. He has a lovely famliiy

and belongs to the best clubs. But his real
jokb 1s that of a Lansky banker, Accompa-
nied by Lansiky bagmen, he files regularly to
Canada, meets with Swiss contacts and ar-
ranges the handling of skim, His future is
predictable., “Members of the Lansky Group
have lifetime contracts, with no cancellation
clause,” says one foderal agent. “If they get
tired or afrald, the mob has its own way of
closing out the association-—permanently.”

The fllegal and untaxed enterprises of
Meyer Lansky deny the government millions
in needed levies. His infiltration of legitimate
business constitutes a deadly polson in the
nation’s economy bloodstream which affects
every taxpayer. As a leading lawman says:
“This man represents what we're talking
about when we use those familiar words,
‘public menace.'”

Federal authorities are currently exploring
every avenue that ocould lead to nalling
Lansky. His tax returns are examined and re-
examined. U.S. officials have applied pressure
to open the secret .records of Swiss banks.
Perhaps one ¢f Lansky’'s silent agsociates will
decide to tall. Perhaps Lansky himself will
slip up. Fortunately for him, the FBI tapes
spelling out the great skiraming conspiracy
are inadmissible as court evidence.

Until Meyer Lansky is brought to justice,
his blood-ancl-theft rise to riches is a story
that should shame and concern every U.S.
citizen. .

THE SALT TALKS

B . f————

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from California (Mr, HosMEr) is
recognized for 10 minutes. :

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, there fol-
lows the analysis of the ongoing Stra-
tegic Arms Limitations Treaty talks pre-
pared by me and issued to House Repub-
licans yesterday:

Ter SALT TALxs!

Nuclear deterrenze may be deflned as the
obvious intent of & country, if attacked, to
employ its nuclear arsenal in retaliation to
destroy the attacker. For a quarter-of-a-cen=
tury relations between the United States
and the Soviet Unjon have been based on
this awesome power.

Initially the US atomic monopoly gave 1t
nuclear superiority. Deterrence was unilat-
eral. Survival of the USSR depended on US
restralnt. As the Soviet nuclear arsensl took
shape that country gradually developed s
comparable capability for assured destruc-
tion of the US. Deterrence became mutual,
a clrcumstance characterized by nuclear
sufficiency on the part of each to destroy the
other.

US strategic policy during the 1960’s en-
couraged the shift toward superpower nu-
clear parity, America eased its strategic
weapons build up snd permitted the Soviets
to catch up. US planners of this era believed
parity would serve as a plateau from which
Communist leaders would be anxious to
stabilize strategic relationships either by a
tacit or by a formal agreement.?

Unfortunately, as parity was reached no
slackening of Soviet strateglec arms deploy-
ment became appsrent. It was as though,
recognizing their own momentum and our
lack of it, they determined to race on to
superiority. I7 they reach this goal the US
must depend on the USSR's restraint in its
role of a nuclear superior in the mid or late
1970's. However, combining weapons pro-
duction with arms control talks is not incon-
sistent with Kremlin's past approaches to

Footnotes at end of article,

May 18, 1970

treaty decision making. Events simply have
not yet made. clear whether Soviet particl-
pation in the strategic arms limitation
treaty (SALT) talks is a serlous try for a
formal end to the strategic buildup or a
simple ploy while armings3

These are the ambignous strategic cir-
cumstances inherited by Richard Nixon
when he sssumed the Presidency. He can
ignore neither the possibility of a vital new
danger nor the potentiality for an agreement
dramatically easing international tensions.

Both factors underlic his request for the
beginnings of an ABM umbrella to protect
our land-based Minuteman ICBMs and SAC
bomber deterrent forces from surpise at-
tack. Desplite their increased offensive arms
the move, if carried heyond its present di-
menslon, wpuld help deny the Soviets nu-
clear superiority by enhancing the surviva-
bility of our deterrent, It also gives the So-
viets an incentive for success of the SALT
talks. They would be unlikely to negotiate
for parity if, in the face of their buildup, the
US Congress offers them superiority by re-
Jecting President Nixon’s Safeguard re-
quest.t

At the same time the President is direct-
ing intense negotiating efforts at the SALT
talks to actually achieve an enforceable arms
control agreement which lmits strategic
arms production and, Iif possible, reduce
present stockplles. Realistically the terms of
a treaty must be in the security self-interest
of each country and its allles, otherwise the
Soviets will not agree and we should not

agree.

It is clear that to write & treaty the super-
powers first must concede that mutual
deterrence not nuclear superiority is the
preferred long term status for their rela-
tlong.®

They also will need to detemine some
mutually agreeable bounds on their nuclear
armaments because mutual deterrence can
be achieved with various arsenals, so long as
that of each country is sufficient to assure
the destruction of the other., From the
standpoint of allocating.national resources
between defense and non-defense goals,
eventually achleving & low level without
appreciable overkill should -seem safely pref-
erable to boths

From these references the nitty-gritty. of
the SALT negotlations would deal with- the
numbers, kinds and combinations of offen-
sive ande.defensive weapons allowed. This
exercise aims less at nuclear parity in exact
terms than 1t does at formulating condi-
tions reasonably certainn to maintain each
power in possession of the nuclear suffi-
clency required to destroy the ‘other. Un-
der this approach, according to Henry Kis-
singer. both sides should have confidence
that their forces are sufficliently invulnerable,
reliable and balanced so that no attack
could possibly be seen as advantageous, snd
no attempt to achieve a change in the
strategic balance could succeed.

Writing a treaty that substantially cuts
armaments outlays will be constderably sim-
plified if the nations will forego anti-bal-
listic missile systems or strictly limit their
use to protection of capitols and protection
against third countries. An extensive ABM
defense can seriously alter strateglc equa-
tions if used to protect an ICBM force. To
the degree that ABM 1s a successful de-
fender, it enhances its owner’s strategic
power. To the degree an opposing nation
estimates ABM will succeed, it encourages
a boost in offensive power for the purpose
of saturating the ABM defense.

Considerable attention during SALT
negotintions is expected to focus on the
ABM problem, including the possibilities
for upgrading existing alr defense missiles
to give them ABM cavpabilities. Most observers
belleve that neither building or dismantling
ABM sites nor upgrading AA missiles can be
monitored adequately except by an intru-
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sive inspectign system. However, the very
large radar antennae needed for ABM tar-
get acqgulsition, identification and inter-
ception can be satellite monitored. It is
possible that some ABM limitations might
be handled in terms of antennae limitations.

A further complication for the two super-
powers in their freaty writing is a need by
each to ahticipate dangers posed by third
powers. Both have noted possikle threats
from nuclear armed Red China. Probably
the strategic levels
superpowers vis-a-vis each other will need

" to be increased sufficiently to remain ade-
quate even after weapons expenditures re-
quired to deal with third powers.?

Set forth below are the four most fre-
quently mentioned approaches to writing a
strategic arms limitation treaty and some
discussion of each:

1. A limit on the number of allowed stra-
taglc systems, without restrictions as to qual-
ity items such as warhead ylelds, use of
multiple individually guided re-entry ve-

® hicles (MIRV), etc.

Instrusive inspection may not be required
as in the case of quality Hmitations. Most
quantity limitations can be policed by each
nation’s own satellite survelllance system.
However, surreptiously produced systems
such as orbital bombardment weapons and
mobile ICBMs probably cannot be detected
by satellites. One’s assessment of the risk
element of this potential for cheating will
influence his judgment of the degree of con-
fidence with which quantity limitations may
be policed non-intrusively.

2. Limitations on quality features of stra-
tegic weapons systems which make on-site
inspection mandatory if treaty compliance
is reasonably to be assured.

Development of “black box” instrumenta-
tion eliminating a need to dismantle weap-
ons to monitor quality features inside still
will not obviate intrusions at military bases
by inspectors utilizing the instruments. Here-
tofore this degree of inspection has been un-
acceptable to the Soviet Union.

8. A combination of quantity and quality
limitations,

Discussion under 1 and 2 applies.

4, A ban on deployment of additional
strateglc systems coupled with a phased re-
duetion in the allowable number of systems
during a specified time period.®

The strategic defense requirement of the
superpowers are asymmetrical. This approach
permits each, within the limitation, to arm
in the manner belleved appropriate for its
own defense. So long as the overall limit is
honored it also permits upgrading from
time to time and switches between types of
weapons systems. i

(Nore~—This is a quantitative approach
and subject to the confidence factors dis-
cussed under 1. However, to the extent that
the “honest” nation can maintain a highly
survivable deterrent which, even after sur-
prise attack, i1s capable of retaliating with
‘agsured destruction of the “cheating” ma-
tlon, the potential for “profit from perfidy”
could be assessed as very low. A contrary view
15 that with reduced legitimate numbers of
weapons systems, surreptitious weapons take
on 8 greater importance, therefore the risks

~ are large.)

‘Hypothetical case: Assume a maximum of
/1008 allowed systéms and no ABM allowed.

Assume the US now has 1050 Minuteman
_systems, 450 SAC bombers and 656 Polaris
missile systems (in 41 submarines with 16
each); total, 2156 strategic systems. Believ-
ing its land-based Minuteémen and BSAC
bombers vulnerable to surprise attack, the
US elects to scrap these 1500 systems, leav-
ing only the 656 Polaris and a deficit of 352
systems. To get back Up to its allowed 1008,
the US build 22 new submarines to carry 352
added missiles in undersea safety. In the

‘process the US is allowed to convert all

Polaris missiles to new, imprdved yield and

established by the

accuracy Poseldon MIRV systems. Thereafter
the US converts the entire fleet to the Under-
sea Launched Missile System (ULMS). The
intercontinental range ULMS missiles then
permits US submarines to hide anywhere in
all the world’s oceans.

Similarly the Soviet Union may tailor its
mix of allowed strateglc weapons to best
advantage during its reduction process and
afterwards. Presently the number of s
systems is in the same order of magnitude
as our own and its submarines also carry 16
missile systems, Past Soviet preference has
inclined to very high yield warheads. It is
unlkely that all its strategic systems would
be put in submarines where warhead weights
and yields are circumscribed.

It is emphasized that the analysls here
presented is Just that, an analysis of the
SALT talks. It 1s not to be read as proposals
which have been made either by the US or
the USSR. Rather, it is a gulde for evaluat-
ing SALT proposals when and if made, and
when and if publicized. Therefore, it is re-
spectfully suggested that this document be
filed for ready future reference.

POOTNOTES

1For several years the possibility of stra-
tegic arms lmitation talks between the
United States and the Soviet Union has
been under discussion. Initiation of talks
was thrown off track by the Soviet invasion
of Czechoslovakia in 1968. Finally, a first
round of talks began in Helsinki on Novem-
ber 17, 1969 and continued until December
2and. A second round convened in Viennsa
on April 16, 1970, and is continuing. A third
round at Helsinki again is anticipated. Both
sides have made considerable effort to keep
the talks private and uninfluenced by propa-
ganda and public opinion considerations. It
is a general view that if talks have not pro-
duced g treaty by the summer of 1971 there Is
Httle likelihood of success. For an informed
assessment of the negotiations see: Jonas,
Anne M., “The SALT Negotiations: Keeping
Hope in Line with Reality.” Air Force &
Space, Digest, v. 53, Mar. 1970; 3942,

2 Principally former Persidents Kennedy
and Johnson, their Secretaries of State and
Defense, and thelr national security advisors,
including numerous members of the aca-
demic communlty.

s For a discussion of Soviet behavlor In dis-
armament matters see: Scanlan, James P,
“Disarmament and the USSR,” US Command
& General Staff College Military Review, V.
60, Mar. 1970: 2942, .

¢« The previously proposed Sentinel nation-
wilde ABM system intended to protect popu-
lations would be destabilizing. Rather than
move to this posture President Nixon
adopted the Safeguard system to achleve
the objectives of guarding against accidental
attacks, protecting our land-based deterrent
forces, and protecting against the kind of
small attacks third countries could launch
in this decade. Soviet ABM deployment is
relatively advanced compared to that of the
Us. -
sFor a view that mutal deterrence can
be better maintained without a treaty and
by progressive modernization of retaliatory
forces by both sides see: Brown, Neville, “An
Unstable Balance of Terror?” World Today,
v. 26, Jan, 1970: 38-46.

¢ A minority of students of nuclear strat-
egy believe that assured destruction capa-
bilitles are inherently unstable and that a
damage limiting approach to armg control Is
preferrable. This approach emphaslzes pas-
stve (civil defense) and active (ABM) de-
fense measures calculated to so limit damage
from surprise attack that the incentive for
initiating it 1s absent. See: Schneider, Mark
B., “Strategic Arms Limitation.” US Com-
mand & General Staff College Military Re-
view, v. 50, Mar. 1970: 20-28.

T For arguments for permitting Red China
a minimal credible nuclear deterrent see:
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Barnett. A. Doak, “A Nuclear China and US
Arms Policy.” Foreign Affairs, v. 48, Apr.
1970: 427-442,

8 A MIRV ban and other qualitative limi-
tations cannot be reached directly by this
approach. However, reducing the number of
allowed weapons systems below a number

.otherwise acceptable might 1ndirectly ap-

proach some sought after qualitative goals.

NATIONAL SMALIL BUSINESS WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, this week
has been designated by President Nixon
as “National Small Business Week.” It is
a week for paying deserved attention
and just tribute to the remarkable ac-
complishments of small business and to
the vital role it plays in our country’s
economy.

At the same time, however, there is
also incorporated here the clear realiza-
tion that the accomplishments, as well
as the needs and the problems, of small
business are not just & 1-week matter,
but rather a full-time, year-round
matter. )

That is why we have the Small Busi-
ness Administration for one and that is
why both the House of Representatives
and the Senate have seen fit to establish
special committees on small business.

The economic well-being of the more
than 5 million small businessmen of this
Nation is of critical importance to our
society, As senior Republican on the
House Small Business Committee, I
would like to note that we on that com-
mittee consider it our job to make sure
that the voice of small business is heard
and that its needs and interests receive
full consideration and attention.

The SBA, of course, has similar re-
sponsibilities within the executive
branch, and let us be frank for a mo-
ment—neither of us has an easy job.
There are a great many competing forces
in Washington, all striving for priority
treatment and consideration for their
own particular areas of interest. In too
many cases in the past, the problems of
small business have just not been able to
demand the attention they required.

Despite this, however, I believe that
we can look with pride on the assistance
we have been able to provide for small
business.

Our House committee for one has &
long history of successful advocacy in
dealing with numerous problem areas for
small businessmen.

Most recently, our committee has com-
pleted lengthy hearings in Washington
and throughout the country to review
present Government and industry pro-
curement practices as they relate to small
business.

I believe our recommendations based
on these hearings will prove to be quite
valuable in implementing Congress’
stated goal that small business must re-
ceive its fair proportion of Government
contracts and subcontracts.

SBA can similarly be proud, I believe,
of the important contributions it has
made to the cause of small business. I
think it should be particularly proud of
its programs designed to combine the
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private and the public sector in a part-
nership effort, such as the newly empha-
sized programs of guaranteed bank loan
finaneing,

Despite the difficult economie condi-
tions presently facing the Nation, fur-
thermore, I believe the present adminis-
tration has demonstrated its deep inter-
25t in improving the status of small busi-
ness in our economy.

This can be seen in the report of the
President’s Task Force on Small Business
and in the Presidential message on small
business sent to Congress in late March.

These documents contain concrete pro-
nosalg for various new methods of assist~
ance at the Government level as well as
new small business incentives at the pri-
vate sector level.

The President’s interest in small busi-
ness can further be seen by his Executive
order of March 20 directing the Small
Business Administration to emphasize its
role as the advocate of the interests of
small business and directing all Federal
agencies to take these interests fully into
account in their activities affecting small
business.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, this Nation
was built upon a foundation of small
business, This foundation, while heing
threatened by consistently increasing
economic concentration, remains as vital
today to our society as it has ever been.

It is responsible for the fact that an
employee can become an employer in this
Nation as he can in no other country or
society in the world.

On this occasion let us pay tribute to
the. millions of small businessmen
throughout the Nation and let us rededi-
cate ourselves to assuring that they will
continue to play a fundamental role in
the economy of our Nation,

A NEWSWEEK POLL: MR. NIXON
HOLDS UpP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes,

Mr. RHODES, Mr. Speaker, a News-
week magazine poll conducted by the
Gallup organization last week contains
some rather interesting findings. In the
wake of recent heated and intense criti-
cism of the President—including a march
on Washington estimated at some 100,000
persons—his standing with the electorate
remains undamaged,

The poll indicates that fully 65 percent
of the American electorate are satisfied
with the way President Nixon is handling
his job—better than a 2 to 1 margin.
Moreover, with regard to the recent Cam-
bodian border operation, 50 percent ap-
prove of the action and 39 percent dis-
approve.

I am confident that as the milltary
dividends of the Cambodian operation
become more apparent, and the war in
Southeast Asia is shortened as a result
of those operations, we will see an even
areater surge of support for the coura-
geous decision made by President Nixon.
The article of May 25, 1970, follows in its
entirety:

A NEwsweEx PorL: M=s. Nixon HoLps Up

Even after the Cambodian invasion and
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the killings at Kent State University, the
“sllent majority” appears to be alive and well
in Richard Nixon's corner. A NEWSWEEK
Poll Conducted by The Gallup Organization
last week suggests that—<lespite the recent
intense criticism of the President by college
students and academic leaders and by llberal
politicians and commentators—Mr. Nixon’s
standing with the electorate remains un-
damaged. The poll indicates that Americans
find Mr. Nixon's eonduct of the Presidency
“satisfactory” by better than 2 to 1, that 50
per cent favor the Cambodian operation and
39 per cent oppose it, that a strikingly large
majority is far more willing to blame stu-
dent demonstrators than National Guards-
men for the deaths of four students at Kent
State, and that Vice President Spiro Agnew's
rhetoric about dissenters still enjoys the ap-
praval of a silent plurality if not a majority.

To get swilft results, «the survey was con-
ducted by telephone on Msay-13 and 14 and
covered & sclentifically selecfed national
sampling of 517 persons.* T

Although the poll gave the President ma-
Jority approval of his decision to send U.S.
troops into Cambodia, the favorable rating
was by no means as high as some opinion ex-
perts; have come to expeet after dramatic
strokes of U.8, military power, when Ameri-
cang have a tendency to rally rouhd the
Predident. Following the air raids on North
am that President Johnson ordered in
, for example, public approval (as meas=
ured by Louis Harris) soared to 83 per cent.
And \89 per cent (polled by Oliver Quayle)
the entry of U.S. troops into the
Dominlgan Republic.

1 issue, They opposed the Pres-
iderit’s action, to 37 per cent, while men
supported it, 63 30. Women also tended

1. Young people, too, were predict)
skeptical of the Administration th
elders, but even in the 21-34 age bra
per cent gave the President a favorable rat-
ing and 49 per cenf, approved of Cambodia.
And if youth was by no means arrayed en-
tirely on the left, neither were blue-cojlar
workers all t¢ the right: those withoud a
high-school educatlon came down ha
against Mr, Nixon's Cambodian polcy.
hefty 56 per cent opposed it, and only 2 \
per cent approved. i

The question on the Kent State killings !
produced an unusually high number of “no H
opinions,” suggesting that the no opinion
column might harbor some people with |
qualms about the guard’s behavior who were
reluctant to say so outright. It also seems;
Hkely that some of those polled were sus-
pending judgment about who was most to
blame until the conflicting accounts of the
shooting could be cleared up. But even if all
those with no opinion were added to those
who pinned major responsibility on the Na-
slonel Guard, a surprisingly strong majority
of each group—by age, sex, educati and
political party-—put the main blame on the
protesters. ' )

NIXON AB PRESIDENT

How safisfled are you with. the way
Richard Nizon is handling his job as Presi-~
dent?*

[Answers in percent]

Very satisfied...
Fairly satlisflied_
Not to satisfied

*Telephone surveys, it should be noted,
contain & slight bullt-in blas—about two
percentage points, in this case—in favor of
Republicans, since non-telephone households
are necessarily omitted from the sample and
these tend to be low-Income and Democratic.

Not at all satlsfled. .. ... . ___.______
*Undecided not shown.
U.S. TROOPS iIN CAMBODIA
Do you approve or disapprove of Presldent
Nixon’s decision to send American troops to
Cambodia?
Approve
Disapprove
No opinion
WHO'S TO BLAME AT KENT
Who do you think was primarily responsi-
ble for the deaths of four students at Kent
State University?

AGNEW'S STAND

Do you approve or disapprove of Agnew's
stand on dissenters an:l atudent protesters?

ADProve ... .o

Disapprove

No opinion

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ANALYSIS UNDERCUTS ARGU-
MENTS FOR THE SST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under &
pervious order of the House the gentle-
man from Wisconsin ‘Mr. REuUss) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr, Speaker, the Depart-
ment of Transportation has just pro-
vided me with a summary of an economic
analysis of the SST done early last year
by the Office of Economics and Systems
Analysis at DOT. I was prompted to re-
quest a copy of this analysis by an off-
hand reference to it by DOT witnesses
in the just-published hearings on the
SST before the House Transportation
Appropriations Subcommittee. DOT wit-
nesses said there thai the analysis pre-
dicted an SST market of only 420 planes,
rather than 500 needed for the Govern-
ment to get its money back plus 4 percent
interest—see hearings, pages 556, 577.

It turns out that this is not the only
item in the analysis which is damaging
to the administration’s case for the SST.

Take, for example, the administration’s
argument that the SST will greatly bene-
it our balance of payments position.
Their own economic analysis came to the
following conclusion:

The effect of the SS' on the balance of
payments appears to be negative fOIlOWll’lg
the same method of calculation developed by
IDA. The aircraft and alr fare payments esti-
mates associated with thie SST are positive.
but are likely to be negated by passenger
expenditures abroad and entries in other
lesser accounts.

The administration also argues that
that SST program is set up in such a way
that the Government will get back its
entire investment in the SST, plus 4 per-
cent interest. Here is what their economic
analysis concluded on that point:

If the government has as its primary ob-
Jective recovery of past SST program expend-
itures ($633.4 million by the end of FY
1969) as well as future investment, the prin-
cipal would be recovered plus a small return
on investment. The profits to industry in
excess of the normal industry return are
not sufficient to cover the federal sunk costs
plus future planned federal expenditures at
elther the interest rate specified in the pres-
ent contract or recommended by the Bureau

of the Budget.
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